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Abstract
Purpose: The purpose of this investigation was to determine
the relationships that exist between current practices
employed by California school districts to provide inservice
training for elementary principals and pupil academic achievement.
Procedure:
The extreme high and low school districts with
respect to pupil academic achievement were identified using
1981 district scores and comparison score bands for the California Assessment Program, grade six test. The superintendents in all of the districts and all principals in a systematically selected sample of those districts were surveyed by
mail to determine practices, policies and perceptions pertaining to inservice training for elementary principals.
Content of the survey instruments was based on the recommendations from the Mangers Report and research validated characteristics of effective inservice programs.
Differences and
relationships between t:he high and low achieving districts
were determined using t-tests, point-biserial and Pearson
product-moment correlations.
Findings:
In general, there was found to be no significant
difference or relationship between district achievement level
and the policies, practices and perceptions pertaining to
principal inservice among either the district administrators
or the principals.
Based on five components on the principals' survey, however, there was an indication that the
principals in the high achieving districts perceive themselves to be more involved in planning, conducting and participating in inservice training activities than those in the
low achieving districts.
Implications for Further Study:
l.
Replicate the study of
principals' perceptions using a larger sample or another method
for selecting the sample.
2. Apply statistical methods to
the data collected for this study to determine within group
differences among the inservice components.
3. Explore the
specifics of principal involvement in inservice planning and
decision-making.
4.
Replicate this study based on the identification of the high and low achieving schools throughout
the state rather than districts.
5.
Explore other variables
which may differentiate the high from the low achieving districts (e.g., principals' experience, training, administrative structure of the district, economic base of the area in
which the district is located).
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
Background
The accountability movement has had profound impact
on education during the past decade.

This movement has

generated considerable interest in the whole area of professional preparation for educators in the wake of changing
demands imposed on the educational system.

The bulk of the

professional literature concerning this area can be characterized by:

(1) efforts to identify and define the compe-

tencies required by educators in light of social and political trends and (2) demands and proposals for reform of preservice and inservice training programs to develop the
required competencies.
While the thrust of the reform efforts typically
have focused on the classroom teacher, the quality of the
administrative staff is also a key factor in the success of
an educational organization.

Referring to the April, 1983

report of the National Commission on Excellence in Education,
Mohr noted that,
The Commission was convinced that all the raw
materials needed to reform the educational system are
waiting to be mobilized through effective leadership.l

1 "Report Supports California Research," EDCAL,
12 LMay 9, 1983), 1.

2

Yet, according to Nunnery, the amount of attention
currently being devoted to the reform of educational administrator preparation is somewhat limited. 2

In particular,

the building principal, who has direct impact on the quality
of instruction as the educational leader of the school, has
received little attention relative to addressing the needs
associated with the emerging demands and functions of the
position.

This point was succinctly stated by Olivero,

" • . . for better or ill, the bulk of educational improvement rests on the shoulders of the principal, the very person who has been neglected for so long."

3

Numerous factors have impinged on the principalship
in recent years resulting in demands for new skills and the
need for attention to the training of principals to cope
with the new complexities of their tasks.

Matthews, for

example, indicated the following among the significant
forces which have served to redefine the role of the
principal: 4

2

Michael Y. Nunnery, "Reform of K-12 Educational
Administrator Preparation: Some Basic Questions," Journal
of Research and Development in Education, 15, (1982), 44.
3

James L. Olivero, "Principals and Their Inservice
Needs: Facing.the Realities of the Situation," Thrust for
Educational Leadership, 10 (May, 1981), 4.

4Marvin R. Matthews, "Changing Role of the Principal
in California or The Principalship--A Many Splintered Thing,"
An Organization/Management Services Report, Office of the
Los Angeles County Superintendent of Schools, March, 1982,
pp. 9-10.

3

1.

The multitudinous government regulations pre-

cipitated by the desegregation decision of the United States
Supreme Court in 1954 and the passage of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 1965.
2.

The tighter controls and new responsibilities

imposed on principals in meeting the needs of handicapped
students required by Public Law 94-142 passed in 1975.
3.

The elimination of specific mandates regarding

the amount of time to be spent on individual curriculum
subjects as a result of California Assembly Bill l passed
in 1968.

This required that principals become more involved

in defining needs and implementing
4.

~urricular

reform.

The attempt to install a statewide Program

Planning Budgeting system (PPBS).

Although the guidelines

were never adopted by the California State Board of Education,
the concepts were adopted by many districts in the state.
5.

The mandatory evaluation of

teachers based on

pupil progress toward achievements on district-adopted
continuum standards required by California Assembly Bill 293
passed in 1976 and amended by Senate Bill 77 the following
year.
6.

The authorizing of collective bargaining for

public school personnel resulting from the passage of California Senate Bill 160 in 1976.
7.

The creation of the California School Improvement

Program by California Assembly Bill 160 passed in 1976.
required the principal to establish school site councils

This

4

composed of parents and teachers to plan, monitor and govern
the program in the school.
8.

The complex due process procedures relative to

student discipline required by California Assembly Bills 5301
passed in 1977 and 2191 passed in 1978.
9.

The drastic limitations placed on school dis-

tricts in their ability to control district income resulting
from the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978 and upheld by the
California Supreme Court in 1979.
The difficulties faced by the principal in the midst
of these forces were amplified by an Association of California School Administrators (ACSA) Special Report.

The

report exhibited a matrix identifying eighteen groups with
which the principal must interact and sixty responsibilities
that the principal must manage in meeting the obligations of
th e posl't'10n. 5
Demographic data regarding principals in California
further point
needs.

to the need for attention to their training

Matthews indicated that 70 percent of the school

administrators in California are over age 55.

According to

Matthews, "These principals face increasingly complex roles
and have limited opportunities to gain requisite skills or
receive technical assistance."

6

5 "Special Report: The Changing Role of the Principal," Burlingame, California: Association of California
School Administrators, May, 1978, p. 12.
6Matthews, p. 10.

5

McCarthy revealed that, nationally, there is a basic
oversupply of school administrators, particularly elementary
principals.

She stated the impact of this as follows:

The decreased mobility of incumbent administrators,
characteristic of a saturated market, may significantly
reduce the turnover and increase the length of tenure
of incumbent administrators. Therefore, local education
agencies may need to give greater attention to administrator inservice programs to ensure that incumbents keep
abreast of the expanding educational technology.7
Within the past four years numerous studies and
articles have appeared concerning the preparation needs of
the principal suggesting a new focus of attention.

A central

theme throughout this recent literature, however, is the lack
of agreement among concerned parties as to what the preparation requirements should be and the apparent deficiency of
the traditional wisdom-in administrator preparation in
developing the requisite skills and competencies for perforrnance on the job.

Nunnery, for example, cited several

studies conducted between 1978 and 1981 involving principal
surveys primarily aimed at determining what principals
actually do compared to what they are prepared to do.

The

conclusion reached by March, according to Nunnery, appears
to capture the essence of those studies.
The job of any manager is filled with activities
rather far removed from grand conceptions of organiza·tional leadership . . . Life as an administrator

7 Martha McCarthy, George Kuli and Amy zent, "An
Investigation of Supply and Demand for School Administrators
in Six States Between 1975-76 and 1979-80," School of Education, Indiana university, December 18, 1981, p. 24.

6

seems uncomfortably distant from the precepts of
professional training.B
Further, Nunnery observed that,
. there appears to be a growing concern among local
school district practitioners and state education agency
leaders about the validity, as applied to educational
adminis.trator preparation, of many of the graduate
education traditions and, much more significantly,
a sincere conviction that much of the substance of
the academic preparation is not relevant.9
citing another type of study recently completed by
California school site administrators, Olivero stated that
most principals do not think that their

preservice training

provided adequate background to function well, save with
excellence, on the job.

In this study principals were asked

to consider a list of 91 job-related competencies and indicate which could be best learned at the pre-service level
and which could be best learned at the inservice level.
Olivero noted that the number of competencies indicated as
inservice developed exceeded those recommended for pre.

serv~ce

. .

tra~n~ng

by a

.

rat~o

of

.

n~ne

t o one. 10

Another area of focus on the principal involves
efforts to identify the specific competencies required for
the principalship.

Numerous lists of job-related compe-

tencies have been developed and compiled from a variety of

8 Nunnery, p. 47.
9

Nunnery, P· 45.

10 olivero,

P· 6.

7
sources.

An interesting problem, however, is though one

might expect that school board members, superintendents,
principals and professors would have reasonably congruent
perceptions about job functions and, therefore, some agreement on preparation and inservice priorities, such is
apparently not the case.

In fact, according to Olivero,

"the only group demonstrating a high level of consistency
in defining what is needed for the principalship is the
.

principals' group itself."

11

The discussion to this point affirms the need for
attention to the preparation and continuing training of the
building principal.

While many reform strategies in

credential requirement structures are being proposed and
implemented across the country (i.e., recertification
requirements, internship requirements, and joint universitylocal agency endeavors), it is the inservice aspect of
professional training that is germane to this investigation.
In 1977 the California Legislature launched a
massive and comprehensive study of the principalship by
creating the Task Force for the Improvement of Pre- and
In-Service Training for Public School Administrators under
the leadership of Assemblyman Dennis Mangers.

The Task

Force was directed to focus specifically on school principals to review the adequacy of pre-service training, evaluation, and continuing professional development of school
principals and to report its findings and proposed changes

11 olivero, p. 6.

8

to the Legislature by September, 1978.

12

In essence, the

findings of this comprehensive endeavor, referred to herein
as the Mangers Report, are consistent with the conclusions
drawn previously.
With respect to the continuing professional development component of the study, the Mangers Report declared,
"Administrator professional development is often comprised
of uncoordinated workshops and courses, and there is no
model underlying most professional development programs."
More specifically, Mangers cited the following regarding
the state of affairs in California:
1.

Effective leadership may be impossible for

many principals unless they receive additional support and
assistance.
2.

Research indicates that continuing professional

development is critical to effective school programs.
3.

Despite state, local and private efforts, sup-

port for the comprehensive continuing development for
principals is inadequate.
4.

Few districts operate under policies and pro-

grams which systematically provide principals with needed
skills.
5.

Typically, professional programs place

12 Assemblyman Dennis Mangers, "Need for Administrator Training Voiced by Legislative Task Force," Thrust for
Educational Leadership, 8 (March, 1979), 4.

9

participants in a receptive role with little opportunity for
them to identify their training needs. 13
Based on these findings, the Mangers Report contained the following recommendations:
1.
That all school districts and county superintendents of schools develop written policies and
practices to support ongoing professional development
for each school principal.
2.
That all school principals enter into an ongoing
individualized professional development program consistent with district objectives, school improvement
goals and the needs of the pupils they serve.
3.
That all school distticts, county offices of
education and colleges and universities organize to
support principal leadership by providing ongoing
personalized professional development programs for
principals.
4.
That school districts and county offices of
education, in conjunction with site administrators,
establish principal consortia to enable principals to
share ideas and resources, provide personal support
and involve principals in the decisions that affect
their ability to manage a school.l4
It is clear that the Task Force has called for the
mobilization and coordination of agencies and resources at
all levels to facilitate effective continuing development
for principals.

However, in the final analysis, the real

success of such efforts begins with local school district
commitment.

Ehrgott emphasized that, "regardless of

their size, school districts have a responsibility to

13

Task Force for the Improvement of Pre- and InService Training for Public School Administrators, The
School Principal: Recommendations for Effective Leadership,
California State Assembly, September, 1978, pp. 32-33.
14

Task Force, pp. 34-37.
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plan and implement inservice programs for administrators
. .

• as well as for teachers .
.

equ~ppe

d to f u lf'll
. new
~
t h e~r

. . so that they can be
'b'l'
.
,.lS
~ ~t~es.

respons~

Highly

important, according to Ehrgott, professional development
programs for administrators must be systematic and ongoing.
"The one shot workshop," he stated, "may be entertaining but
does little to effect change."
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Evidence in support of both the need for continuing
development for principals and the importance of the role
of the local district is apparent in the educational reform
proposals of the recently elected California State Superintendent of Public Instruction.

Of his twenty-four reform

proposals, one requires "district-determined continuing
education for administrators every five years."

17

In

addition, current California education reform legislation,
Senate Bill 813, contains an amendment requiring a continuing
professional education requirement "as the employing authority determines to be necessary."

18

15 Richard H. Ehrgo·tt, "Administrators Face New Era
Requiring Observation Skills," Thrust for Educational
Leadership, 8 (March, 1979), 9.
16

Ehrgott, p. 9.

17 Bill Honig, The New California Schools, l
14, 1983), 3.

(April

18 "sacramento Education Legislature Letter," 12
EDCAL, May 23, 1983, 3.
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Over the past few years studies have been conducted
in an attempt to identify the traits or characteristics of
effective inservice programs.

Olivero stated that, among

other things, this research reveals that effective inservice programs:
1. Are supported by the superintendent as well as
the board of education.
'Support' means that decision
makers allocate both time and money to inservice plans.
2. Are defined primarily by the learners rather
than 'laid on' by district person~el.
3.
Offer participants opportunities to experiment
with new behaviors and obtain feedback in a safe
environment.
4.

Are ongoing and holistic.

5.

Offer reasonable rewards to participants.

19

Robert Gemar, a principal interested in administrative inservice, recently conducted a search of the literature in an effort to identify some of the more effective
principal inservice methods.

He looked for programs

designed to provide training in four specific areas:
decision-making;

(2) problem solving;

(1)

(3) interpersonal

relations and (4) participatory management.

He observed

that out of 16,000 articles that have been written, only
29 included all four areas and none reported programs that
showed promise of providing inservice in a meaningful way.

19 0 1'1. vero, p. 5 .
20 Robert A. Gemar, "State of the Art--There Are
Programs Available," Thrust for Educational Leadership, 8
(March, 1979), 15.
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Gemar's search, however, led him to several currently operating inservice programs in California which
appear to contain promising practices toward providing the
necessary "retooling" skills for principals. , These programs include:
1.

Project Leadership, Association of California
School Administrators (ACSA).

2.

The Center for Educational Administrator
Development (C/E/A/D). ESEA, Title IV-C
Grant, Orange County Office of Education.

3.

Professional Development Center Training for
Administrators, Visalia Unified School District.

4.

Center for Leadership in Education, Los Angeles
Unified School District.

5.

Administrative In-Service Program, ESEA, Title
IV-C, Upland Unified School District.

6.

Clinical Supervision, University of California,
Los Angeles Demonstration School.

Represented in this list are programs operating
under the auspices of (1) the county office of education;
(2) the local school district;
education;

(3) an institution of higher

(4) a professional organization and (5) federal

funding through a categorical grant.

These programs,

according to Gemar, seem to center on four general areas
of emphasis:

(1) general management skills;

instructional skills;
collegial support.

(2) specific

(3) personal development and (4)

Programs classified as "general" deal

with a broad range of topics such as discipline, school
climate, participatory management, executive stress,
evaluation strategies, advisory councils, and supervision.

13
Although each of these programs has

a specific emphasis,

there was found to be overlap within the programs.

Each of

these programs represents an honest attempt to incorporate
the criteria set forth in the Mangers Report (i.e., continuous progress, district support, personalization).
Gemar cautioned, however, that the crucial test of their
effectiveness is the degree to which the individual actually
puts to use the techniques and skills.
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It has been the purpose of this brief background
discussion to establish the context of this investigation.
Obviously, much has been written about the inservice needs
of principals specifically and the characteristics of
effective inservice programs generally.

Further, there is

evidence of activity throughout California aimed at
addressing the inservice needs of principals.

In that it

has been four years since the findings and recommendations
of the Mangers Study were published, new points of inquiry
concerning the status of principal inservice in California
deserve attention.

Questions relating to:

(1) the degree

to which school districts have made the inservice development of their principals a priority and have addressed that
area relative to the recommendations set forth in the
Mangers Report;

(2) the degree to which there is a

positive relationship between the principal inservice

21 Gemar, p. 16.
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practices employed by school districts and the achievement
level of the pupils; and (3) the degree to which the district level perceptions of its principal inservice practices
and effectiveness are congruent to those of the principals
serving in the district are currently worthy of investigation.
The Problem
The central problem posed for this investigation was
to determine the relationships between current practices
employed by California school districts to provide continuing professional development for their elementary principals and student academic achievement.

Specifically, this

investigation addressed the following research questions:
1.

Nhat differences exist in the manner in which

high achieving and

lo~1

achieving school districts currently

address and support continuing professional development for
their principals relative to the recommendations from the
Mangers Report and research validated criteria for effective
inservice programs?
2.

What relationships exist between:

(1) the school

districts' continuing professional development priorities
and practices for its principals and (2) the pupil achievement level of the district?
3.

What differences exist between principals in

high achieving school districts and low achieving school
districts relative to their perceptions of:

(1) the need for
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principal inservice training;

(2) the basis and extent of

their participation in principal inservice programs;

(3)

the

nature of district involvement in staff development for
principals; and (4) the effectiveness of principal inservice
formats?
4.

What relationships exist between (1) the princi-

pals' perceptions of inservice needs, inservice participation and effectiveness of inservice formats and (2) the
pupil achievement level of the district?
5.

In the high and low achieving school districts,

to what degree do the principals' perceptions of:
inservice needs;
needs;

(3)

(1) their

(2) the practices employed to meet those

the effectiveness of various inservice formats;

and (4) the basis for-the evaluation of the principals'

job

performance correspond to the practices and effectiveness
judgements indicated by their respective superintendents
(or central office administrator completing the survey)?
The rationale for this investigation is built upon
the following premises:

(1} that the principal is a key to

the improvement of instruction;

(2) that continuing pro-

fessional development is crucial to the effectiveness of
the principal; and (3) that the success and positive impact
of inservice efforts for principals hinge upon the commitment and support of local decision-makers and the meaningful
involvement of the participants.
This investigation involved all California school
districts which were identified, for the purpose of this
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study, as characteristically high in pupil achievement,
those which were identified as characteristically low in
pupil achievement, and all elementary level (K-6) principals in a selected sample of those districts.
Hypotheses
This investigation tested the following research
hypotheses:
1.

There is a difference between the high achieving

and low achieving school districts in California with respect
to the policies and practices employed to provide inservice
training for elementary principals relative.to the recommendations from the Mangers Report and research validated
characteristics for effective inservice programs.
2.

There is a difference between the principals in

the high achieving districts and the principals in the low
achieving districts with respect to their perceptions of:
(1)

the need for principal inservice programs;

(2) the

degree to which their inservice needs are being met;
their level of participation in inservice activities;

(3)
(4)

the districts' involvement in and support for principal
inservice; and (5) the effectiveness of inservice formats.
3.

There is a difference between high achieving and

low achieving school districts with respect to the relationship between district level perceptions and principals'
perceptions of:

(1) the need for principal inservice train-

ing and (2) the impact of principal inservice participation
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on the improvement of instruction in the school.
Delimitations
1.

This investigation was limited to all public

school districts in California conforming to the following
specifications:
a.

The district must have an A.D.A. less than

100,000.

b.

The district must consist of a minimum of three

sites designated as elementary schools operating under
the jurisdiction of a central office (i.e., K-3, 4-6,
K-6, and/or K-8).

Districts in which sixth grade stu-

dents attend middle schools (6-8) were excluded from
this investigation.
2.

This investigation was limited to elementary

principals currently serving in schools containing grade
six (not the entry level) in districts selected for this
investigation.
Definitions
High achieving districts.

School districts desig-

nated as high in pupil achievement were those in which the
district's score on the 1981 Sixth Grade California Assessment Program (C.A.P.) Test, survey of Basic Skills: Grade 6,
~xceeded

its comparison score band in at least three of the

four content areas of the test.
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Inservice.

All activities, programs, workshops,

meetings, conferences and/or projects designed to improve
the skills and increase the effectiveness of the elementary
principal were considered inservice for the purpose of this
investigation.

The focus of this investigation was on

principal inservice that is promoted, encouraged, mandated,
sponsored and/or organized by the local school district.
Low achieving districts.

School districts desig-

nated as low in pupil achievement were those in which the
district's score on the 1981 Sixth Grade California Assessment Program (.C.A.P.) Test, Survey of Basic Skills: Grade 6,
fell below its comparison score band in at least three of
the four content areas of the test.
Rationale for the Identification of
High and Low Achieving Districts
The above criteria fo:i: identifying the high achieving and low achieving school districts were selected for
this investigation based on the following rationale:
1.

The four content areas of the c.A.P. grade six

test are Reading, Writing, Spelling and Mathematics, thus
providing a basis for assessi.ng general academic performance.
2.

A district score exceeding the comparison score

band means that it is in the fourth quartile with respect
to the range of scores among districts with similar background factors--socioeconomic index, percent of students
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under Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), and
percent of pupils with limited-English proficiency (LEP).
Likewise, a score below the comparison score band is in the
first quartile with respect to the range of scores from
districts with similar background factors.

The advantage

in using the comparison score band is that the possible
impact of such factors as socio-economic level and minority
population are controlled as variables in the identification of high and low achieving districts.
3.
h~ve

The validity and reliability of the C.A.P. Test

been established and the data required for this

investigation were available.
Rationale for the Selection of
the Grade Six Test
The grade six test was selected in that it is at or
near the exit point of the elementary program as indicated
in the delimitations for this investigation.

The achieve-

ment scores at the sixth grade level, therefore, are presumed to reflect the results of the elementary instructional
program of the district.

The middle school (6-8) configura-

tion, however, was specifically excluded from this investigation due to the possibility that:

(1) entry into a new

school environment with a new set of social dynamics may
have an impact on the achievement test scores for the preadolescent child and (2) the middle school may operate under
a non-elementary school orientation and/or administrative
philosophy (i.e., departmentalized structure) which
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introduces a set of variables beyond the scope of this
investigation.
Procedure
The data required for this investigation were
obtained from:
1.

California Assessment Program test results and

interpretation provided by the California State Department
of Education, Office of Program Evaluation and Research, and
2.
tor.

Survey instruments developed by the investiga-

Contents of the survey instruments were determined

through a search of the literature.
The investigation was conducted in two phases.
Phase One.

Phase one involved district level

information regarding principal inservice obtained through
a survey of the superintendents of each of the high achieving districts and low achieving districts in California
identified in accordance with the established criteria and
delimitations of this investigation.

This phase of the

investigation was conducted as follows:
1.

The investigator developed an appropriate sur-

vey instrument and an accompanying letter of transmittal
which was mailed to the superintendent of each district in
the sample.
2.

The content of the instrument was validated by a

panel of experts composed of three university professors of
education and two district superintendents.
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3.

In order to field test the survey instrument and

to establish its reliability, a pilot study was conducted.
The survey was sent to twenty district superintendents
representing several geographic areas of the state.

The

size of the pilot sample represented approximately 25 percent
of the sample for the study.

The reliability was determined

on the basis of internal consistency using the RuderRichardson (.KR-20) formula.
4.

After mailing the survey to the superintendents

in the sample, the following follow-up procedure was used
for the non-respondents:

Three days after the requested

return date a follow-up letter accompanied by another copy
of the survey was mailed.
The purpose of this survey was to determine what
approaches are used and what perceptions exist among California school districts with respect to inservice training
as it relates to elementary principals.
sented five areas of inquiry:
for principal inservice;
programs;

(3)

The items repre-

(1) district need and planning

(2) content of principal inservice

format used for principal inservice;

(4)

principal involvement in inservice programs; and (5) evaluation of principal inservice programs.
Phase_ Two.

Phase Two of the investigation entai.led

a survey of principals in certain districts selected from
the sample to determine their needs, involvement and perceptions regarding principal inservice training.

This

phase of the investigation was conducted as follows:
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1.

A sub-sample of districts to be surveyed at the

principal level was selected systematically.

Selection was

based on district grain scores in Reading on the grade six
C.A.P. Test between 1978 and 1981.

The high achieving group

of districts were rank-ordered according to the gain scores
and every third district was selected.

This process was

repeated for the low achieving group of districts.
2.

The investigator developed an appropriate survey

instrument and an accompanying letter of transmittal which
was mailed to each elementary principal in each district
selected for this phase of the investigation.
3.

The content of the instrument was validated by a

panel of experts composed of three professors of education
and four elementary principals.
4.

In order to field test the survey instrument

and to determine its reliability, a pilot study was conducted.

The survey was sent to fifty elementary principals

representing several geographic areas of the state.

The

size of the pilot sample represented approximately 25 percent of the actual sample for the study.

The reliability

was determined on the basis of internal consistency using
the Ruder-Richardson (KR-20) formula.
5.

After mailing the surveys to the principals in

the sample, the following follow-up procedure was used for
the non-respondents:
a.

Three days after the requested return date a

follow-up letter accompanied by another copy of the
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survey was mailed.
b.

One week after the follow-up mailing, some of

the remaining non-respondents were contacted by telephone.
The purpose of this survey was to determine:

(1) how

elementary principals perceive the value of principal
inservice training relative to improving their job performance;

(2) how principals perceive the approaches of

their respective districts with respect to principal
inservice;

(3) areas of current inservice need perceived by

the principals; and (4) certain demographic information concerning the background and experience of the principal.
Treatment of the Data
This investigation entailed the causal-comparative
method.

The treatment of the data involved both descriptive

and inferential statistics.

The statistical methods employed

in this study were as follows:
1.

The t-test was used to determine significant

differences in the mean response scores on the survey items
between the high and low achieving districts with respect to
(1) the district level responses and (2) the principals'
responses.
2.

Point-biserial correlations were used to deter-

mine the relationships between (1) the district level
responses and the achievement level of the district and (2)
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the principals' responses and the achievement level of the
district.
3.

Pearson product-moment correlations were used to

determine the relationships between the district administrators' responses and those of their respective principals
to matched survey items in the high and low achieving districts.
Significant differences and critical values of r
were identified at the .05 level of confidence.

Full dis-

closure of the methodology and statistical analyses are
reported in Chapters 3 and 4.
Significance of the study
As this is a time of ferment regarding the

pre~ara

tion and training of school administrators, a study purporting to describe the relationships between the processes
and procedures for the training of the practitioner and the
results of his/her practice is highly significant.

The

findings of this study have yielded a clearer understanding
of the nature of district level attention to principal
inservice training, the impact of that attention on the
students served by the district, and the way in which
principals perceive that attention.

The implications of

this study are relevant to decision makers at all levels who
are involved in the improvement of the effectiveness of the
elementary principal.
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Summary
The preparation needs of school administrators and
the manner in which those needs are to be met is of gr01ving
interest to legislators, state education agency leaders,
practitioners, and professional organizations.
what has been written in this area centers on:

Much of
(1) descrip-

tions and effectiveness claims for "new" or existing
programs;

(2) descriptions of desired or ideal character-

istics of effective inservice programs; and (3) needs assessment type studies aimed at defining required competencies and

.

determining the needs and deficits of principal inservice
training.

In essence, the theme of the literature revolves

around "what should be done."
This study, however, addressed the simply put questions:
1.

\"Jhat is currently being done at the school dis-

trict level to provide continuing professional development
for principals compared to what the authorities say should
be done?
2.

How is what is being done related to the

achievement of students?
3.

How do principals perceive what is being done in

their districts to meet their professional training needs?
The report of this investigation is organ'ized as
follows:
1.

A review of the_literature addressing the
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parameters of this study is presented in Chapter 2.
2.

The research methodology, including the

description of the samples and the instruments used is presented in Chapter 3.
3.

The data, their analysis and the findings are

presented in Chapter 4.
4.

The summary, conclusions and recommendations are

presented in Chapter 5.

Chapter 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The brief literature review presented in the
introductory chapter established a basis for understanding
the scope and context of this investigation.

The purpose

of the following literature review is to provide a synthesis
of the significant writing and research relating to the
principal and inservice training.

This review represents an

overview of the current wisdom relating to the central purpose of and rationale underlying this investigation.

The

following topics, therefore, are addressed in this chapter:
(1) evolution of the principalship;
inservice training;

(2) need for principal

(3) inservice training needs of princi-

pals;. ( 4) basis of current efforts to provide inservice
training for principals;

(5) current staff development

programs designed to address the inservice needs of principals;

(6) inadequacy of principal inservice efforts;

(7)

emerging principal inservice strategies; and (8) characteristics of effective inservice programs.
Evolution of the Principalship
In order to understand the issues and concerns
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pertaining to the training needs of today's principal, it is
of value to present an overview of the historical development
of the principalship.

The term "school principal," as it is

used today, reflects the product of an evolutionary period
extending well over a century.

It did not begin as a care-

fully-planned, clearly-defined position in education.
it emerged in response to a multitude of factors.

Rather,

1

American public education began in the Massachusetts
Bay Colony between 1642 and 1647.

Administration and school

boards did not exist and laymen furnished any supervision
that was deemed necessary.

When a second teacher was needed,

one teacher was named principal teacher and was charged with
the responsibility of taking the records to the town
.

meetJ.ng.

2

From this humble beginning, the modern school
principalship emerged in the early high schools around the
middle of the nineteenth century.

3

As cities grew and

school enrollments increased, more teachers were added and
the typical one-room schoolhouses were expanded.

With the

development of grading practices and departmentalization,

. 1 sarnuel Goldman, The School Principal (New York:
The Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc., 1966),
pp. 1-2.
2
Marvin R. Matthews, "Changing Role of the Principal
in California or The Principalship--A Many Splintered Thing,"
An Organization/Management Services Report, Office of the
Los Angeles County Superintendent of Schools, March, 1982,
p. 2.
3

Goldman, p. 3.
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"it became increasingly evident that someone in the school
building had to be responsible for itsadministration." 4
The precise time that one-principal schools appeared
is not certain.
Ohio in 1837. 5

Matthews reported that it was in Cincinnati,
Pellicer, on the other hand, suggested that

it may have been the Quincy School in Boston in 1847.

5

The

significance of the event, however, is that the principal was
released from part of his teaching duties to assume supervision, inspection and clerical tasks.

7

Early principals represented "an administrative convenience rather than positions of leadership."

8

Pellicer

indicated that the basic qualifications for the position of
principal teacher in Cincinnati around 1850 were:
edge of teaching methods;

(1) knowl-

(2) knowledge of the character-

istics of children; and (3) knowledge of common school
9

problems.

The limited role of the principal during this period
is suggested in the following responsibilities of the

4
5

.

Goldman, p. 3.

Matthews, "Changing Role of the Principal," p. 2.

6

Leonard 0. Pellicer, and others, The Evolution and
Train~nq of School Principals (Columbis, S.C.: South
Carol~na University, School of Education, December, 1981),
p. 2.

7

.

Goldman, p. 5.

8
Pellicer, The Evolution and Training of School
Principals, p. 2.
9

Ibid.
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principal teacher

stat~d

by the Cincinnati Board of Educa-

tion:
1. Function as the head of the school charged to
his care;
2.
Regulate the classes and courses of instruction
of all pupils, whether they occupied his room or the
room of the other teacher;
3.
Discover any defects in the school and apply
remedies;
4. Make defects known to the visitor or trustee
of the ward or district if he were unable to remedy
conditions;
5.
Give necessary instructions to his assistants;
6.
Classify pupils;
7.
Safeguard schoolhouses and furniture;
8. Keep the school clean;
9.
Refrain from impairing the standing of
assistants, especially in the eyes of the pupils;
10.
Instruct assistants;
10
ll.
Require the cooperation of his assistants.
The remaining faculty members, called assistant
teachers, were instructed to:
1.
Regard the principal as head of the school;
2.
Observe his directions;
3. Guard his reputation;
4.
Make themselves thoroughly acquainted with the
rules and regulations adopted for the government of
the schools.ll
The latter part of the nineteenth century, the
period of industrialization, was marked by rapid growth of
the nation's cities.

The resulting expansion in the size

and complexity of the schools led to the recognition of the
inadequacy of the principal teacher role.

.The principal

needed time to visit classrooms, to observe teachers and to

10

Pellicer, The Evolution and Training of School
Principals, pp. 10-11.
11

Goldman, p. 4.
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help those who were inadequately prepared for their responsibilities.

However, his own teaching duties and his pre-

occupation with clerical tasks did not permit him enough
time to provide the instructional leadership that was
12
.
b ecomlng so necessary.
In response to this growing need, Pierce indicated
several key steps. leading to the emergence of the full-time
principal.

In 1857, for example, principal teachers in

Boston were given some released time from teaching for
inspection and examination of primary classes.

In 1862, the

principal teachers in most of the schools in Chicago were
relieved of about half their former teaching time, and in
New York by 1867 no principal teacher had a class "for whose
progress and efficiency he was specifically responsible.••

13

As the twentieth century came, principals were
beginning to be recognized formally as the official intermediary between the teachers and the higher administration.
The early 1900's were marked by increased control over the
school by principals and increased interest in the study of
the principalship.

In 1921, the National Association of

Elementary School Principals was formed. 14
12

Goldman, p. 4.

13
Paul Revere Pierce, The Origin and Development of
the Public School Principalship (Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press, 1935), pp. 15-16.
14 Pe 11'leer, The Evolution and Training of School
Principals, p. 15.
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During this period, studies of the principal's job
began to appear in professional magazines and journals.
These studies were concerned primarily with such factors as
the duties and functions of the school principal, the proper
use of time in carrying out the functions, and the delegation
. 15
of administrative functions to assistants.

The studies

reflected the dominant management theory debate of the time-the call for efficiency in the operation of the schools on
the one hand and the call for assurances of educational benefits on the other hand.

The principal's efficiency in the

business/management functions were contrasted with descriptions of the principal as a teacher of teachers with the
ultimate knowledge of "best" practices.

16

According to

Matthews, however, "No- matter what the differences were
about the principal's primary role, there was agreement on
one thing: the principal was an authority."

17

By 1925 the duties of the principal were relatively
simple and straightforward.

They were spelled out and

clearly grounded in law,_ as the following sample of items
from the California Education Code of 1925 suggest:

15

.
Goldman, p. 6.

16 Marvin R. Matthews, "Critical Competencies for
Principals or Knowing Where the Rocks Are!" An Organizational/Management Services Report, Office of the Los Angeles
County Superintendent of Schools, 1982, p. 1.
17

Ibid.
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1.
The principal was responsible for discipline
first and the instructional program second; the
teacher was responsible for the educational program
first and discipline second.
2.
The principal was to hold monthly fire drills.
3.
Both the principal and teachers were responsible
for keeping the school building clean, neat, sanitary,
and in proper condition for daily inspection.
4.
The principal was to assure that the school
rooms were ventilated and was Sto give vigilant attention
to temperature and lighting.•l
The 1930's marked the beginning of a series of events
which have had profound impact on mankind generally and
education specifically.

The economic depression of the

1930's and the work of industrial psychologists, sociologists
and others interested in the study of organizations changed
the face of education and a new philosophy of educational
administration slowly took shape.

19

Goldman cited the following as among the major contributions to the emerging body of knowledge in educational
administration: Mary Parker Follett, who brought into sharper
focus the psychological aspects of administration; Mayo and
Roethlisberger, who explored the importance of human relations in administration; Barnard, who explored organizational
theory; and Simon, who worked to develop a useful value-free
science of administration.

20

Among the many attempts to describe the activities
comprising administration, Gulick developed his often used

18 Peter L. LoPres t•1, "Building a Better Principal,"
Principal, 61 (March, 1982), 32.
19
20

Goldman, p. 7.
Goldman, pp. 8-9.
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mnemonic device, J?OSDCORB, in 1937.

This represents the

seven basic·activities of the administrator which can be
related to the job of the principal: planning, organizing,
staffing, directing, coordinating, reporting, and budgeting.
In the late 1950's, Gregg added decision-making and evaluation.

21
The application of this knowledge in educational

administration came slowly and it was not until after 1950
that the practice of educational administration reflected
significant change.

The traditional authoritarian view gave

way to the emphasis on educational leadership.

The involve-

ment of all school personnel in policy and decision-making
was encouraged.

According to Matthews, . these changes

occurred "not only from contemporary management theorists,
but from federal and state legislations and regulations as
we 11 .

,22
During the 196o'·s and 1970's the role and function

of the principal were significantly redefined through the
proliferation of federal and state legislative acts, some
of which have been enumerated in the previous chapter.
Legislation such as that requiring school site committees or
advisory committees calling for staff, student,· parent and
community involvement in policy development and decisionmaking processes affecting individual school programs
21 oscar T. Jarvis and Haskin R. Pounds, Organizing,
Supervising and Administering the Elementary School (West
Nyack, N.J.: Parker Publishing Company, Inc., 19691, p. 4.
22

Matthews, "Critical Competencies," p. 2.
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greatly expanded the responsibilities of the principa1. 23
The skills and competencies currently required of
the principal serve to illustrate the diverse responsibilities of the position.

The Commission for Teacher Creden-

tialing of the State of California has included among the
requirements for the Administrative Services credential the
following competencies:
1.

To effect improvement in the educational program.

2.

To develop an understanding of sound personnel

management.
3.

To develop skill and understanding in the use of

effective techniques for administrative leadership.
4.

To develop skill and understanding in school-

community relations.
5.

To achieve knowledge of governance and legal

processes related to schools.
6.

To acquire a foundational understanding of the

principles and practices of public school management.

24

In summary, Matthews noted that the role of the
principal has been in a continuous evolutionary process, but
that the rate of change has not been constant.
The addition of responsibilities since the
beginning to the first one-school principalship of the
1800's appears to have been similar to simple arithmetic
progression--one step led to another. Starting with
the 1920's, changes came more rapidly and can be compared to a geometric progression. In the 1970's, the
intensity, the complexity of the demands upon the
principal's skills and time have mushroomed not unlike a
logarithmetic progression, even though the
24 Lo Prest1,
.
p.
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principalship is presently defined as a one-person job. 25
A current description of the role of the principal
stated by the Senate Select Committee on Equal Educational
Opportunity presents an illuminating contrast to the
responsibilities of the principal stated by the Cincinnati
Board of Education in the 1850's.
In many ways, the school principal is the most
important and influential individual in the school.
(S)he is the person responsible for all activities
that occur in and around the school building.
It is
his(her) leadership that sets the tone of the school,
the climate for learning, the level of professionalism,
the morale of teachers and the degree of concern for
what students may or may not become.
(S)he is the main
link between the school and the community and the way
(s)he performs in that capacity largely determines the
attitudes of students and parents about the school. If
a school is a vibrant, innovative, .child-centered place;
if it has a reputation of excellence in teaching; if
students are performing to the best of their ability,
one can almost always ~oint the principal's leadership
as the key to success. 6
·
Although this view of the principalship is well
supported throughout the professional literature, apparently
it is not universally accepted.

In fact, according to

DeBevoise, "A quiet tug-of-war is taking place over the
concept of instructional leadership." 27

25

She pointed out

Matthews, "Critical Competencies," p. 2

26

united States Congress, Senate Select Committee on
Equal Educational Opportunity, Toward Equal Educational
Opportunity, A Report Pursuant to Senate Resolution 359
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, February,
1979), p. 2.
27

"Does Principal Participation in Staff Development
for Teachers Pay Off?," R & D Perspectives, Wynn DeBevoise,
ed., Center for Educational Policy and Management (Eugene,
Ore.: University of Oregon, Winter, 1983), p. 1.

37

that researchers such as Edmonds and Brookover believe that
principals should develop the knowledge and skills to provide
direct supervision of teachers about instructional matters.
On the other hand, according to DeBevoise, Pitner, Gersten,
Carnine and Cusick are among those who maintain that principals may not be so disposed and generally spend little time
in teacher observation and evaluation.

They have concluded

that "other personnel and certain functions in school
organizations may influence the instructional process more
.
. 1 . ,28
th an th e pr1nc1pa
Need for Principal Inservice Training
The inservice training of the principal has become
a focus of attention and concern during the past decade.
Olivero has suggested three factors accounting for the need
for principal staff development.

First, the present period

of student enrollment decline has reduced the opportunities
to acquire recently-trained personnel on school staffs.
Less staff turnover means .that incumbents must receive
additional training to keep pace with new methods and technologies.

Second, more money for education and new educa-

tiona! technology are not, by themselves, panaceas.
best programs," Olivero

"The

stated, "in the hands of unmotivated

or inadequately trained educators are unlikely to fulfill

28 n Does Pr1nc1pa
•
•
1 p ar t'1c1pa
.
t '1on in Staff Development
for Teachers Pay Off?," p. 1.
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their promise."

29

Third, due to the increasing demands for

new skills and competencies, staff development is a matter
of survival for the principa1. 30
The need for principal staff development was further
supported by the California Assembly Education Committee
Task Force claim that recent changes in the role and responsibilities of the principal have caused a shift in the competencies required to do the job.

In that more than 70 per-

cent of the school administrators serving in California are
over age 55, most principals were trained prior to that
shift.

31
Despite the recognized need for principal inservice

training, however, little had been done until the late 1970's
to address that need.

In fact, according to Olivero, writing

in 1977, "for the past ten years more money has been spent
for inservice of teacher aides than for principals."

32

29

James L. Olivero, Staff Development: or Gettin'
the Act Together. What Are the Promising Practices and
Potential Problems in california? Operations Notebook 20
(Burlingame, CA.: Association of California School Administrators, 1977), p. 13.
30

Ibid.

31 Task Force for the Improvement of Pre- and Inservice Training for Public School Administrators, The School
Principal: Recommendations· for Effective Leadership,
California state Assembly, September, 1978, pp. 26-30.
32 olivero, "Gettin' the Act Together," p. 2.
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In reporting on research conducted by the Rand Corporation concerning the effectiveness of federally funded
school improvement programs, McLaughlin observed the need for
staff development for principals and district administrators.
He noted that the staff development needs of middle managers
are "usually ignored" in most school districts and in federal
legislation concerning educational reform.

33

McLaughlin

suggested, however, that the reason for the absence of
administrative staff development requirements in federal
legislation is that, in part, such requirements would make
the federal government appear to be taking too heavy an
intervention role in local district affairs.

34

The value of administrative inservice training as a
contributor to the quaLity of educational programs was
recognized and endorsed strongly by theAmerican Association
of School Administrators (AASA) in 1963.

The report stated,

among other things,
. that administrators of the better school
systems participate in more comprehensive, ambitious.,
and more numerous inservice activities than administrators in less favored districts . . . The conclusion
seems to be inescapable that, when there is participation on the part of administrators in professional
growth activities, there is quality in the educational
program. 35

33

Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin and David D. Marsh,
"Staff Development and School Change," Teachers College
Record, 80 (September, 1978), 93.
34

Ibid.

35 American Association of School Administrators,
Inservice Education for School Administration (Washington,
D.C.: American Association of School Administrators, 1963),
pp. 33-34.
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Inservice Training Needs of Principals
The inservice training needs of school principals
can be identified by exploring three areas:
quacy of the preservice training programs;

(1) the inade(2) the compe-

tencies required for the principalship which have been
identified; and (3) the inservice needs expressed by the
principals themselves.
It should be noted at the outset, however, that
efforts to establish clear-cut guidelines for the priorities
of administrative inservice training have not been fruitful.
The report of a workshop on school administrator training
sponsored by the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Education held in May 1979, for example, revealed that there
was no agreement among participants about either the content or format of administrator inservice training.

There

were, in fact, only two points of agreement: "that training
should be directed to principals and that it must have the
full support of the superintendent and the school board."

36

Inadequacy of Preservice
Training Programs
The inadequacy of preservice training in terms of
preparing the principal with the skills required to perform
on the job is well documented in the literature.

Indeed,

according to LoPresti, "The philosophical and administrative

36 spencer H. Wyant, Of Principals and Projects
(Reston, Va.: Association of Teacher Educators, 1980),
p. 203.
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gap that has persisted up to this day between preservice and
inservice development is our worst enemy."

37

Becker and his associates conducted a national study
focusing on elementary school principals and their perceptions of their problems.

The study involved data collected

from interviews with 509 subjects, 291 of whom were elementary principals, conducted during the period from November
1968 ·to May 1969.

Becker concluded from the study that most

preservice certification programs do little to prepare
principals for educational leadership.

Preservice training

seems to be geared to "obsolete management skills."

As a

result, Becker stated,
The majority of principals are confident of their
.ability to oversee the routine operation of their
buildings, but relatively few have any degree of confidence in their abil.i ty to assume a leadership role
in instructional improvement.38
The deficit of preservice training in developing
leadership skills necessary for instructional improvement
was also emphasized by Wyant.

He observed that since

training for principals continues, for the most part, to
focus on the tasks and functions necessary for maintaining
schools, principals currently need training that will equip

37

Lop res t"1 , p. 34 .

38 Gerald Becker, and others, Elementary Principals
and Their Schools: Beacons of Brilliance and Potholes of
Pestilence (Eugene, Ore.: Center for the Advanced Study
of Educational Administration, 1971), p. 9.
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them with the intellectual and human relations skills necessary to manage improvement efforts in their schools.

39

Classroom teaching experience is a prerequisite for
obtaining the California Administrative Services credential
and, therefore, may be construed to be part of preservice
training.

However, there are different points of view

regarding the value of successful teaching experience as a
source of training for the principal.

Matthews reported

that principals rated their experience as principal, their
teaching experience, and their teacher training as being
more useful in their job than the formal administrative
training they received.

40

Olivero, on the other hand, said

that teaching experience, in itself, does not adequately
prepare a person for the role of principal.

He claimed

that the skills of leadership gained through teaching
children are quite dissimilar from those needed to work with
colleagues.

41

Analysis of the inadequacies of preservice training
for principals does appear to provide some insight into the
priorities for inservice training programs.

The inservice

training needs, from this perspective, seem to center on the
skills associated with educational leadership.

39
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relations, team building, partic~patory management, goal
setting, needs assessment, evaluation and instructional
supervision are among the competency areas related to educational leadership for the purpose of school improvement.
Competencies Required for
the Principalship
A review of the ·efforts to define the competencies
required for the principalship is useful in identifying the
potential areas of need to be addressed through inservice
training.

Olivero suggested that any viable inservice

program for administrators "requires a functional task
analysis of the principalship."

42

Seven sources of competency statements were reviewed
in an effort to determine the skill areas or categories
which appear to be priorities relative to the principal's
training needs.

These sources represent a time span of

seventeen years and, consequently, reflect the changes in
the role of the principal and the critical competencies
required to meet the emerging obligations of the job.

Some

of the competency statements were written in behavioral
terms, however, most of the sources listed only areas where
competencies were required.
William Paulo: 1965.

Paulo's doctoral research

involved the identification of the inservice needs of
42

James L. Olivero, "Principals and Their Inservice
Needs: Facing the Realities of the Situation," Thrust for
Educational Leadership, 10 (May, 1981), 7.
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elementary principals using a mail survey process.

The

significant needs, according to his definition, were those
in which all three groups of respondents, teachers, principals and superintendents, ranked the items on the survey as
being definitely needed.

The significant needs were grouped

into five categories which are indicated in descending order
based on the number of significant needs listed under each
category:

(1) supervision;

pupil personnel;

(2) curriculum development;

{3)

{4) administration; and (5) community rela-

tions.43
Results Oriented Management in Education (ROME) :
1974.

The competencies for building-level administrators

were identified through a joint effort of the University of
Georgia, College of Education and the Georgia Department of
Education.

The project resulted in a list of 306 specific

competencies which were considered by the ROME staff to be
too specific to be applicable to all situations.

To iden-

tify the competencies that could be considered generic in
nature, 151 educators in Georgia were selected to develop
power weights for each of the competencies.

A matrix based

on frequency of use was used to determine the mean rating
criteria and the competency statements with a mean rating of

43 Marvin R. Matthews, "Priority Competencies
Required of Elementary School Principals in Los Angeles
County" (Ed.D. dissertation, University of Northern Colorado,
Spring Quarter, 1982), pp. 27-28.
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8.87 became the ROME generic competency list.

The

competency statements were classified into seven functional
areas which are listed in descending order of priority based
on the number of competency statements under each classification: (1) curriculum and instruction;
and operations;

(3) fiscal management;

(5) student personnel;

(2) systemwide policy
(4) staff personnel;

(6) support management; and {7)

school community interface. 44
California Commission for Teacher Preparation and
Licensing: 1974-1975.

The requirements for the California

Administrative Services credential are based on a set of
professional competencies developed by the Commission for
Teacher Preparation and Licensing (CTPL).

Candidates for

the credential are eligible upon certification by a college
or university with a CTPL-approved program that they have
demonstrated the competencies at an acceptable level.

The

list of 27 competencies, developed by the CTPL through a
series of public hearings, were grouped into the following
six categories:

(1)

educational programs;

( 2) public school

management;

(3) administrative leadership;

management;

(5) school community relations; and (6) gover-

nance and legal processes.

(4) personnel

45

44 Matthews, "Priority Competencies Required of
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Center for Leadership in Education: 1977.

The Center

for Leadership in Education in Los Angeles, California
surveyed management needs and competencies by reviewing over
three hundred studies and reports on the role of the administrator.

Seventy-four competencies were identified and were

listed under seven categories.

These categories are indi-

cated in descending order according to the number of competencies under each:

(1) administrative support;

fessional and team development;
public affairs;

(2) pro-

(3) policy formation;

(5) organizational effectiveness;

(4)

(6) orga-

nizational design; and (7) research and development.

46

Mangers' Assembly Education Task Force: 1978.

The

massive study of the principalship in California conducted
by the Assembly Education Task Force under the chairmanship
of Assemblyman Dennis Mangers identified 22 skills and
attitudes which are required for the principalship.

These

competencies were grouped under six categories which are
listed in descending order according to the number of competencies indicated under each category:
abilities;

(2) self understanding;

(4) leadership skills;

(1) human relations

(3) instructional skills;

(5) management skills; and (6)

political and cultural awareness.

47

46 Matthews, "Priority Competencies Required of
Elementary School Principals," p. 30.
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Task Force, pp. 54-62.
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State Department of Education Principals' Task Force:
1979.

The Principals' Inservice Training Task Force

appointed by the California State Department of Education,
published a "Materials Resources Guide" in support of management leadership projects in California.

The Task Force

modified the categories of the Mangers' Report by grouping
the skills and attitudes under the following categories:

{1) support for instruction/learning; {2) management planning; (3) human relations/communication;

(4) political and

cultural awareness; and (5) leadership and self awareness.
Marvin R. Matthews: 1982.
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Matthews conducted a study

to determine the valid competencies that are critical to the
success of elementary principals in Los Angeles County,
California.

Data were collected by individual interviews

with principals and superintendents and group interviews with
teachers and nonteaching members of school site councils or
advisory committees identified through a stratified quota
sampling system.

Forty-five competency statements were used

for the instrument which were derived essentially through his
analysis and synthesis of the six studies presented in the
preceding discussion.
Matthews reported that human relations, communication

48 william E. Webster, "State Department: Working on
the Mangers' Report," Thrust for Educational Leadership,
9 (May, 1980) , pp. 14-16.
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and group processes were the critical competency areas
identified in his study.
1.
compensatory

Further, Matthews noted that:

Such factors as district size, school size,
p~ograrns

and gender of the principal had minimal

effect on the priorities for the competencies.
2.

The priorities for competencies required for

Los Angeles County principals in the 1980's are different
from those required in the 1960's and 1970's, in that cornparative analysis showed a shift of emphasis from a rnonitoring to a motivational role for the principal.

3.

The critical competencies for Los Angeles

County principals in the 1980's are in human relations
ability and leadership ability.
4.

Principals- in Los Angeles County schools are

expected to have the necessary competencies for the job,
not to "grow into the position."

This was suggested by the

fact that having a yearly professional growth plan was found
to be the least important competency.

49

Implications regarding principal inservice needs.
The review of the competencies required in order for the
principal to be successful in his/her practice provides some
insight into the priority areas of need to be addressed
through inservice training programs.

While the emerging

critical competency areas appear to focus on human relations, motivation and group process skills with leadership
49 Matthews, "Priority Competencies Required of
Elementary School Principals," p. 107.
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as the target dimension, development in these areas have
been cited specifically as deficiencies in preservice
training programs.
Inservice Needs Expressed by
Principals Themselves
Several agencies have surveyed principals during the
past few years regarding their training needs.

Wyant

reported a study conducted by Callan in 1979 in which 82
principals in an Oregon school district were asked to
identify the types of workshops that would be most helpful in
developing their skills.
mentioned were:

The workshop topics most frequently

(1) decision-making;

(2) conflict resolution;

(3) life planning for administrators; and (4) school community relations.

50

The Confederaion of oregon School Administrators
surveyed 431 principals regarding their inservice needs in
1978.

Wyant reported that the most commonly identified

needs in this study were:
programs;

(1) evaluating instructional

(2) staff development and renewal;

(3) improving

school climate; and (4) curriculum renewal and development.

51

The principals of schools with Teacher Corps projects in California. were surveyed in 1978 and 1979.

Among the

51 principals surveyed, .the highest priority needs expressed
in 1978 were:

(1) evaluation of instructional personnel;

50 Wyant, p. 207.
51

rbid.
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{_2) dealing with discipline;

(.3) improving student learning;

L4l school/community relations; and C5) team building.
The 1979 list of. priority needs included:
improvement;

(2) evaluation of educational programs;

catalysts for promoting change;
decision-making;
students;
ment.

(1) curriculum
(.3)

(.4) problem-solving and

(5) working with parents, faculty and

(6) instructional leadership; and (7) staff develop-
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In 1978 a national survey of principals managing

Teacher Corps projects was conducted by Latta.

Wyant reported

that the study showed principals' training needs to be
clustered around three themes:
munity;

(1) how to deal with the com-

(2) organizational skills; and (3) how to deal with

diminishing resources while trying to promote change.

53

Olivero reported a study conducted by the Association
of California School Administrators (ACSA) wherein principals were asked to indicate the critical competencies required
for their positions.

The top five competencies the princi-

pals chose were:
1.
School climate--The principal will be able to
analyze the relationship of school morale, climate and
policies and actively work toward the development of a
positive school climate.
·2.
Personnel evaluation--The principal will be able
to provide leadership in the development of teaching performance standards and demonstrate the ability to
evaluate teaching performance.
3.
Team building--The principal will be able to
demonstrate the application of interpersonal relations
skills in articulating responses to staff needs and
developing morale.
52

Wyant, p. 208

53

rbid.
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4.
Internal communications--The principal will be
able to est'ablish an effective two-way communication
system utilizing a variety of procedures that allow for
clarification and facilitation of communication among
staff members, community members and district level
personnel.
5.
Supervision--The principal will be able to
utilize an effective planning model for developing and
implementing curriculum designed to improve and maintain
a high quality instructional program.54
These competencies represent, according to Olivero,
'' a core o f

'
'
' '
tra1n1ng
nee d s. ''55
t op pr10r1ty

He indicated that

they were chosen by principals irrespective of their assignments; rural, suburban, urban, elementary, junior high, or
high school.

Moreover, Olivero stated,

At least three studies negate the widespread opinion
that secondary principals demand a different set of
training activities than elementary principals and that
rural principals need different preparation than urban
principals.56
It is of interest to note, however, that aNew
Jersey study conducted by Johnston and Yeakey found significant differences between teachers and administrators and
between administrators of rural, suburban, and urban schools
with respect to their preferences of:
content;

(1) inservice program

(2) inservice program governance; and (3) methods of

'
57
presenta t 1on.

54 olivero, "Principals and Their Inservice Needs:
Facing the Realities of the Situation," p. 7.
55 rbid.
56 rbid.
57 Gladys Styles Johnston and Carol Camp Yeakey,
"Administrators' and Teachers •· Preferences for Staff Development," Planning and Changing, 8 (Winter, 1977), 230-38.
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Summary
In an effort to obtain some degree of focus as to
what the inservice training needs of the elementary school
principal are, three areas were explored:
of preservice training;

(1) the inadequacy

(2) the competencies required for

the principalship which have been identified; and (3) the
inservice needs expressed by the principals themselves.
Inferences regarding the inservice priorities can be drawn
from the following observations:
1.

Preservice preparation for principals appears to

be inadequate particularly with respect to developing the
leadership, communication and human relations skills which
are necessary to facilitate school improvement.
2.

There is general agreement as to the competencies

required for the principalship; however, the critical competencies appear to be shifting away from those relating to
management and inspection for school program maintenance in
favor of those relating to group processes, participatory
management, team building and instructional leadership for
school improvement.
3.

The inservice needs and critical competencies

expressed by the principals themselves are, for the most
part, related to "people" issues.

The priorities center on

skills and abilities which will enable the principal to be
an effective change agent toward school improvement.
areas appear to encompass:
improving school climate;

(1) conflict resolution;

These
(2)

(3) school/community relations;
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(4) problem-solving/decision-making; and {5) staff development.
Basis of Current Efforts in california
to Provide Principal Inservice
Current efforts to address the

inservice needs of

educators in California come from several sources, some of
which are traditional while others have emerged in recent
years.

County schools offices, for example, have tradi-

tionally provided inservice assi-stance to school districts.
The type of inservice provided is usually of a specific
nature and is related to the requirements of various categorically funded programs.

In that county offices serve a

number of school districts, they can often provide collaborative services that individual districts would find impossible to offer.

58

Institutions of higher education represent another
traditional source of inservice education for teachers and
administrators.

Colleges and universities have, in recent

years, increased the opportunities for educators to take
courses while working by expanding the extension program
concept.

In addition, some "doctoral-type" programs have

emerged which purport to focus on the "practical" or fieldbased needs of the administrator and are essentially nonresidency oriented.

Although it has become more convenient

58 olivero, Gettin' the Act Together, p. 2.
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to take such courses, the persisting problem of their highly
generalized nature remains.

As stated by Olivero, "The

relationship of the course to the needs of the teacher and/or
administrator in the daily world is vague at best." 59
Considerable impetus for staff development has come
from the legislative mandates included in categorically
funded programs.

During the 1960's, for example, the

National Science Foundation offered numerous state and local
programs for disseminating the modern science and mathe1 a. 60
.
.
rna t lCS
currlCU
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
(ESEA) included several components requiring inservice
training for teachers, aides and administrators.

Signifi-

cant among these are the projects developed under Title IV-C.
The charge under Title IV-C was to develop innovative, comprehensive staff development plans which, if successful,
could be shared with other schools and districts.

A recent

example of the implementation of programs funded under
Title IV-C in California is the Reform of Intermediate and
Secondary Education (RISE) project.

Eight districts par-

ticipated in the project which was implemented during the
1977-78 school year.

61

59 olivero, Gettin' the Act Together, p. 3.
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61 vernon Broussard and Kal Gezi, "Title IV-C RISE
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Educational Leadership, 7 (March, 1978), 6.
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The California State Department of Education, acting
under the provisions of the Professional Development and
Program Improvement Act of 1968 (Assembly Bill 920) , has
exerted leadership in developing practical models for staff
development.

Program Development and Personal Improvement

Centers (PDIC) were created to enhance certain problem
areas in the curriculum, usually reading and mathematics.
The PDIC's, thirteen of which were established initially
throughout the state, were designed to help teachers and
others learn specific competencies relative to these problem
areas and to function as consortiums in groups of four or
61
.
.
f 1ve
sc h oo 1 d.1str1cts.

Another action of the State Department of Education
involved the initiation of a special group to examine the
inservice opportunities available to school principals which
resulted in the identification of "administrative renewal"
as a critical need in California.

This need was addressed

by the allocation of over $300,000 in Title IV-C monies for
the development of exemplary administrative staff development
programs.
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Recent California legislation calling for proficiency and performance standards in the schools has resulted
in additional attention to staff development.

One of the

most comprehensive education bills ever enacted in
61

olivero, Gettin' the Act Together, p. 3.

62 olivero, Gettin' the Act Together, p. 22 ..
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California is Assembly Bill 65.

This

bi~l,

among its many

provisions, extended the Early Childhood Education (ECE)
concepts to the upper elementary and secondary levels.
Several provisions in the school improvement portion of
AB 65 emphasize staff development.

Ehrgott, for example,

indicated the following:
1.

Section 52015 requires that a staff development

component be included in every school level plan submitted
for School Improvement Program (SIP) funding.

The District

Master Plan must also include provisions relating to staff
development.
2.

Section 52022 specifies that up to eight days

of ADA per teacher will be reimbursed for released time for
staff development.
3.

Special monies may be granted for the establish-

ment of a district professional development center.

63

In support of other legislation concerning school
improvement and student proficiency standards (e.g.,
Assembly Bill 3408), the legislature enacted Assembly Bill
551 in 1977.

This bill is part of a state funding effort

directed specifically at staff development.

It specifies

funds for staff development both at the school level and for .
teacher centers. 64

A noteworthy feature of AB 551 is that

63

Richard H. Ehrgott, "Administrators Face New Era
Requiring Observation Skills," Thrust for Educational
Leadership, 8 (March, 1979), 9.
64 statutes of California and Digests of Measures,
Volume 3, 1977, 1977-78 Regular Session, p. 252.
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its requirements and specifications for staff development
incorporate the research findings pertaining to the characteristics of effective inservice programs. 65
Current Staff Development Models Designed
to Address the Inservice
Needs of Principals
A vast number of staff development models are currently in operation which are designed to address the
inservice needs of administrators.

The programs represent

a variety of funding, sponsorship and level of control
arrangements.

The following are representative examples

of the types of principal inservice opportunities in existence.
State Department of Education
At the present time the California State Department
of Education has management responsibility for the eight
Federal Teacher Corps Centers, the six State School Resource
Centers and the sixteen Professional Development and Program
Improvement Centers.

Although these programs are largely

teacher oriented by legislative mandate, the State Department has acknowledged that there is nothing in these mandates to prevent them from working with principal training
efforts.

As a result, these training agencies are expanding

65 Gary K. Hart, "The California Pupil Proficiency
Law as Viewed by Its Author," Phi Delta Kappan, 59 (May,
1978) 1 592-95.
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their activities to include a greater emphasis on the
principa1. 66
Intermediate Unit
The Orange County Department of Education administers
the Center for Educational Administrator Development (CEAD)
which has been designated an ESEA Title IV-C exemplary
project.

The program involves a four-year workshop series.

Small groups meet regularly between workshops in activities
which include skills practice, discussions of alternative
solutions to problems, and feedback on individual and group
progress.

The CEAD model may be adapted for use in a single

district, within a consortium or in a county-wide area.

The

CEAD staff works with adopting agencies to determine the
nature and extent of training, consultant and material
resources nee d ed an d

ava~'1 able

an d the f o 11 ow-up

. d
requ~re

.

67

An elaborate process of peer, self and CEAD monitoring of
progress toward objectives is a focal point of the program.

68

The Leadership Development Center is a professional
improvement program for administrators conducted by the
66 webster, p. 15.
67

National Institute of Education, NIE Directory of
Inservice Training Programs for Principals (Washington, D.C.:
Program on Educational Policy and Organization, School
Management and Organization Studies, 1982), p. 14.
68 cheryl F. Biles, "Determining the Effectiveness of
Administrator Inservice," Thrust for Educational Leadership,
8 (March, 1979), 20.

59
San Diego County Department of Education.

Forty to fifty

courses are offered throughout the year varying in duration
from one to four days.

The course offerings are designed

around the six competency areas defined in the Mangers
Report:

(1) self-understanding;

ment; (4) instruction;

(2) leadership;

(3) manage-

(5) political and cultural awareness;

and (6) human relations.

The program is funded out of the

San Diego County general fund.

69

Local School District
several school districts in California have committed planning and resources to staff development for
principals.

In Fresno Unified School district, for example,

prospective candidates for principalships undergo a threeyear training program conducted under the direction of the
District Office of Staff Development.

Courses of instruc-

tion, practical experience and close monitoring of progress
are features of the program which is financed out of district general funds. 70
The Los Angeles Unified School District is addressing administrative inservice needs through its Academy for
Management and Organizational Development which began in
1976.

The Academy reports directly to the superintendent

through the Academy Steering Committee.

Ad hoc committees

69 NIE Directory, p. 16.
7 °Ken Engstrom, "Humanistic Approach to Leadership
Training for Potential Administrators," Thrust for Educational Leadership, 8 (March, 1979), 17.
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under the Academy Steering Committee work directly with the
Staff Development Branch in the design and development of the
inservice programs.

The four ad hoc committees are:

New Administrators' Training;

( 2) Renewal Training;

(1)
(3)

Entry Level Management Training Programs for Classified
and Certificated Personnel; and (4) Career Advancement.

71

Ruttan described the system of merit pay used in
the Rialto Unified School District which is closely linked
to an extensive staff development program.

Administrators

are assigned annually to one of three salary ranges which is
determined by their performance evaluations: Range I--marginal performance;

Range II--above average to excellent per-

formance; Range III--merit performance.
gram includes:

The inservice pro-

(1) participation in ACSA's Project Leader-

ship activities;

(2) a ten-day instructional program con-

ducted by the Upland Professional Development center; and
(3)

regular two-hour workshops held every other week.

72

The Bellflower Unified School District has incorporated staff development incentives into the administrative
salary schedule.

An additional factor is granted to

management personnel who have developed and are participating in a "personal growth plan."

To qualify, the person

71 Henry M. Nudson and Robert T. DeVries, "Meeting
the Urban Principal's Needs," Thrust for Educational Leadership, 8 (March, 1979), 22.
72

Larry G. Ruttan, "Administrator Merit Pay--Theory
Into Practice," Thrust for Educat·ional Leadership, 8 (May,
1979), 28-30.
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must submit a personal growth plan specifying "growth tar:gets, performance indicators and other information as needed
to appraise the outcomes of his/her personal growth plan."

73

Wood cited the Professional Development and Program
Improvement Center, funded under Title IV-C, implemented in
the Long Beach Unified School District as a model program.
The entire inservice training process lasts three to six
weeks covering the following areas:
and/or mathematics by objectives;
instructional skills;

(1) teaching reading

(2) diagnostic/prescriptive

(3) clinical supervision; and (4)

follow-up,maintenance and refinement.
through the following learning cycle:
modeling behaviors;

Each area is taught
(1) overview;

(3) practice; and (4) analysis.

(2)
74

Another approach to administrator training employed
by the Huntington Beach City School District is the intern
program in which prospective administrators gain practical
experience under the guidance and leadership of a supervising principal.

This program, according to White, pro-

vides the opportunity to "practice" in a controlled,
structured program with an experienced practitioner available
75
.
f or gul'd ance an d eva 1 uatlon.
73 Bellflower unified School District, Management
Salary Schedule-Supplement (Bellflower, Ca.: Bellflower
Unified School District, 1982-83), p. 3.
(Mimeographed)
74 Fred H. Wood and Steven R. Thompson, "Guidelines
for Better staff Development," Educational Leadership, 37
(February, 1980), 374-78.
75 Patricia.Clark White, "Administrative Interships-Head Start for Survival," Thrust for Educational Leadership,
9 (May, 1980), 12-13.
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The internship concept, however, is neither new nor
unique to Huntington Beach.

Sweeney conducted a study of

the National Association of Secondary School Principals
(NASSP) Administrative Intern Project which began in 1965
and was discontinued in 1969.

Based on a sample of 443

currently practicing administrators who were participants
in the internship project, he concluded that:
The study produced no empirical evidence to support
the use of an internship for training educational
change agents . . . It does, however, produce principals
with more confidence in their ability to exercise
educational leadership.76
Professional Organizations
The Association of california School Administrators
(ACSA) has implemented several programs to meet the training
needs of school administrators.

One. of the most extensive

of these is the Professional Development Program (PDP)
which conducted 287 workshops during the 1976-77 school year.
Many of these workshops focused on the interpretation and
implementation of the Hart competency-based legislation,
AB 65. 77
Another major program sponsored by ACSA is Project
Leadership.

Project Leadership involves three facts:

76

(1)

James sweeney, "Training Educational Leaders as
Change Agents: The Effect of the Internship," Educational
Technology, 47 (June, 1980), 44.
77 olivero, Gettin' the Act Together, p. 25.
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statewide workshops;

(2) satellite sessions; and (3) a

local district training network.

The topics include deci-

sion-making skills, time management, school climate,
Bloom's taxonomy, conflict resolution and clinical supervision.

Satellites, which consist of representatives from

three to six districts, have been formed throughout the
state to:

(1) follow-up on the statewide workshop topics;

(.2) enable participants to develop their own personal growth
plans for the year;

(3) enable participants to observe and/

or learn about an educational project;

(4) enhance purpose

and pride among participants; and (5) teach participants
how to use the pre-packaged training materials.

Partici-

pants are expected to conduct administrative renewal sessions at the local leve1.

78

At the national level, the National Association of
Elementary School Principals

(NAESP) conducts Professional

Development Institutes which are designed to provide professional development opportunities to principals in
enhancing and maintaining the skills needed for effective
educational leadership.

TWo-to-three-day institutes are

scheduled throughout the United States from October through
August, some of which are co-sponsored with state or other
national associations.
78

79

NIE Directory, p. 37.

79 NIE D1rectory,
.
p. 40 .
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Institutions of Higher Education
Several programs exist in which the college or university is the sponsoring agency for administrative staff
development.

One example is the League for Educational

Administrator Development (Project LEAD), which began in
1978 under the leadership of the California State University, Sacramento.

Project LEAD is a consortium of school

districts, county offices of education, institutions of
higher education and other educational agencies within the
geographical area served by the university.

The project

was designed to assist administrators in the learning anq
renewal of skills or attitudes necessary to be effective in
their educational programs.

80

Foundations and Professional Consulting Firms
The Charles F. Kettering Foundation is the sponsoring agency for the Institute for Development of Educational
Activities (/I/D/E/A).

The /I/D/E/A Principals' Inservice

Program is designed to help principals improve their professional competence in order to improve school programs
for students.

The participants are individuals selected by

participating school districts.

Upon completion of the

/I/D/E/A training program, the participants become facilitators for the implementation of the Inservice Program for

80 Arthur L. costa,, "Project LEAD--Staff Development
for All Needs," Thrust for Educational Leadership, 8 (March,
1979) 1 11.
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groups of six to ten principals within their own districts. 81
A professional consulting firm, the American Management Association (AMA), offers a management training program
for principals and other administrators.

The programs

include the basic management skills of planning, organizing,
controlling, decision-making, climate setting, motivation
and communication.

Since the AMA is not solely involved in

educational management services, it also offers many courses
aimed at the private sector.

There are essentially five

modes of delivery for the inservice programs:

(1) seminars

directed to both the public and private sectors are scheduled
throughout the United States;
ing;

tion;

(2) customized in-house train-

(3) pre-packaged multi-media training for self-instruc-

(4) a variety of publications; and (5) program

development of professional management systems.

82

Inadequacy of Principal Inservice Efforts
This discussion has presented an overview of the
various sources of staff development for principals.

Activ-

ity in this area appears to be abundant and diverse.

The

Mangers Report, however,·indicated that "despite state,
local and private efforts, support for comprehensive continuing development for principals is inadequate."
81
81
82

NIE Directory, P· 45.
NIE Directory, p. 48.
Task Force, p. 33.
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This inadequacy appears to exist as a result of
several factors.

First, much of the effort in the field of

staff development is not specifically directed at the
building principal with the focus on developing the skills
required at the middle management level.

Second, there is

a lack of coordination among the inservice agencies and
programs in providing relevant and timely training to all
principals. 8 4
One of the characteristics of inservice in general
which may impede the development of coordinated efforts was
suggested by Hutson; no particular individual, group or
agency is responsible or in control of inservice.

According

to Hutson,
The procedural domain includes chiefly political
questions of control, support and delivery of inservice,
and it relies upon negotiations in order to achieve
consensus.85
The coordination of efforts, therefore, would
require consensus among many constituents (e.g., teachers,
administrators, school districts, professional organizations,
institutions of higher education and various governmental·
agencies).

Berman and McLaughlin have suggested that the

federal government should assume a more active role in
directing staff development efforts because:
84

Richard Arends, "Inservice and the Six O'clock
News," Theory into Practice, 17 (June, 1978), 202.
85 Harry M. Hutson, Jr., "Inservice Best Practices:
The Learnings of General Education," Journal of Research and
Development in Education, 14 (1981), 2.
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. . . (a) Staff development programs offered by most
districts rarely meet teachers' and administrators' needs
and, in fact, have sometimes been counter-productive;
and (b) staff development will probably receive the
short shift from school districts in a time of declining
enrollments and consequent fiscal pressure.86
Hutson, on the other hand, asserted that it is
unlikely that inservice education will come under the control of any one group.

He stated his position as follows:

As far as teachers' organizations are concerned,
an open-ended demand for teacher control of inservice
would be incompatible with the legal precedents emerging
from the right-to-a-suitable education litigation for
handicapped and other students. With regard to institutions of higher education, there would appear to be a
fundamental conflict between the academic role of the
university and the rightful needs of public schools for
inservice programs. Neither is it likely that state
and federal bureaucracies will take control of inservice
for . . . the functions of education in a federal system
may be centrally overseen but not centrally administered.87
A third factor relating to the inadequacy of current
inservic·e for principals is fiscally based.

Sommerville sug-

gested that diminishing budgets due to inflation and the
reluctance of taxpayers to vote additional taxes coupled
with the low priority that many school districts place on
administrators' inservice contributes to the lack of effective staff development for principals.

88

Olivero noted

86

Paul Berman and Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin,
Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change, Volume VIII:
Implementing and sustaining Innovations (Santa Monica, ca.:
Rand corporation, 1978), p. 43.
87 Hutson, p.. 3.
88 Joseph Sommerville, "Ongoing Inservice for
Principals: A Practical Approach and Challenge," Planning
and Changing, 13 (Spring, 1982), 59.
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that, in these post-Proposition 13 days, ''there are some
rather clear indications that money is truly a contributing
factor to inservice and other educational problems." 89
The lack of support by principals themselves for
inservice program participation suggests a fourth factor
for the inadequacy in inservice efforts.

Olivero stated,

Unfortunately, even when funds were available,
principals often felt they had too little time, considering the everyday crises of school, to participate
in programs offered. In some districts attitudes of
teachers about principals being gone from school for
inservice were so negative many principals felt the
rewards of what they learned were far outweighed by
the punishment they received for being gone. 0

Emerging Principal Inservice Strategies
In the wake of these factors, Arends has called
for "totally different organizational mechanisms for funding
and delivering inservice programs." 91 He suggested that
the "linking agent" concept, borrowed from agriculture, may
be a model for the future.

The linking agent model uses

field agents who travel from school to school helping clients
identify their needs and then providing assistance as they
search for research validated solutions.

This concept is

unique to education in that inservice is brought to the
89 James L. Olivero, "Basic Obstacles to the Effective Inservice Program--and How to Overcome Them," Thrust
for Educational Leadership, 10 (May, 1981), 13.
90
0 liver o , .::Tc=:h:.::e::._:P:..:r:..~::.·n=c.::i:J::p:..:a:::;l:_s::.;h=i£P__::i:.::n:-.:C"'a=l=i.::f.=o:.:r:;:n:::;i:.:a::..:..:_..::K:.::e:..:e:.p:..:e::.;r::.
of the Dream, p. 64.
91
Arends, p. 200.
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client rather than the client traveling to the inservice. 92
Trobanis, in discussing the use of this concept in a preschool setting, pointed out that the "agent" may be anyone
(e.g., district resource personnel, principals, teachers,
and/or outside consultants).

93

Another evolving inservice model is the Principals'
Center concept.

Patterned after teachers' centers, the

principals' center emphasizes collegial support of individuals with common interests and needs.

Carmichael discussed

the formation of the successful Principals' Center in Boston
and indicated that other such centers are being developed in
New Orleans, Westchester County, New York, and in New
Jersey.

The National Institute of Education, in fact, is

presently considering "networking" among these beginning
Principals' Centers.

The most significant and essential

idea behind a principals' center is that it is initiated and
directed by principals rather than by a school district or
other agency.

94

Lawrence stressed the value of collegial support
as a vehicle for inservice.

He suggested that collegial

support groups should be formed on a small scale at the

92 Arends, pp. 196-200.
93 Pascal Trobanis and Elouise Jackson, "Technical
Assistance Approach to Inservice," Educational Leadership,
37 (February, 1980), 386.
94 Lucianne Carmichael, "Leaders as Learners: A Possible Dream," Educational Leadership, 40 (October, 1982),
58-59.
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local level.

In what he called "peer panels," Lawrence

pointed out the benefits of three or four individuals voluntarily grouping together for professional support and
problem solving.

95

Similarly, McLaughlin and Berman concluded that,
Districts that have effective staff development
programs do not insist on a standardized district
program. They emphasize sm~tl groups working collaboratively on the same need . .
Characteristics of Effective
Inservice Programs
The literature describing "best practices" for
inservice is both vast and convergent, although "hard
research on inservice is meager."

97

The bulk of the liter-

ature concerning characteristics of effective inservice
programs deals with inservice for teachers.

However many

of the findings appear to be generic in nature and, therefore, applicable to principal inservice.
The search for best practices for inservice is complicated by the fact that much of the current literature
consists of evaluation reports in which teachers or

95

Gordon Lawrence and Jan Branch, "Peer Support as
the Heart of Inservice Education," Theory into Practice, 17
(June, 1978) , 245-4 7.
96 Milbrey McLaughlin and Paul Berman,
"Retooling
Staff Development in a Period of Retrenchment," Educational
Leadership, 35 (December, 1977), 194.
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~dministrators

"write-up" the program used in their schools.

The measurement techniques in these reports are often subjective judgements or tests made up by the participants which
impairs their credibility and generalizability and, consequently, their usefulness in this investigation.

The

characteristics of effective inservice programs identified
in this discussion, therefore, were derived through the
synthesis of the findings of several major research projects.
The following paragraphs describe the research from which
insights into the best practices for inservice were drawn.
Research Relating to Inservice
Education
The Rand Corporation conducted a major four-year,
two-phase study of federally-funded programs designed to
introduce and spread innovative practices in the schools.
Phase One was conducted between 1973 and 1975 and Phase Two
was conducted between 1975 and 1977.

The study investigated

approximately 300 educational innovations to determine why
some projects succeed and others fail.

The investigators

surveyed 852 administrators and 689 teachers and conducted
field studies that allowed them to observe the projects in
operation.

Two years after the initial research, they

resurveyed 100 projects and revisited 18 to determine which
reforms had long-lasting effects.

Although this research

did not focus on staff development, the investigators discovered that several aspects of teacher staff development
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activities had major positive effects on project outcomes
and continuation.

98

Joyce and his associates conducted a study under
the auspices of the Stanford Center for Research and
Development in Teaching in 1975.

The study consisted of

loosely structured interviews with 1,016 teachers, administrators and college faculty members to identify issues,
problems and opportunities for constructive change in
teacher inservice education.

Although this study was

exploratory and intended to be preliminary to a later survey, the investigators suggested that their findings
identify "fairly exhaustively the perceived issues, problems
and opportunities for constructive change in teacher
inservice

educ~tion." 99

Another approach to determining what makes teacher
inservice effective was taken by Lawrence in 1974.

He

examined 97 studies and evaluation repor.ts of inservice
education in an effort to generalize about the ingredients
of successful programs.

In comparing the 97 programs, the

characteristics of effective programs were separated from
98 Berman and McLaughlin, Federal Programs Supporting
Educational Change, pp. 2-58.
99 Bruce R. Joyce, and others, Interviews: Perceptions
of Professionals and Policy Makers (Palo Alto, Ca.: Stanford
Center for Research and Development in Teaching, Stanford
University, 1976), p. 3.
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those of less effective programs and aspects that were
repeatedly a part of effective programs were observed and
reported.

100

A smaller study was conducted by Johnston and Yeakey
in 1977.

The purpose of the study was to determine if

administrators differ significantly from teachers in preferred content, methods and planning strategies for staff
development programs.

A sample of 313 teachers and 23

administrators from seventeen New Jersey elementary schools
participated in the study. 101
There have been, of course, other reports of studies
conducted in this area.

However, most current discussions

concerning the best practices for teacher inservice education draw heavily from the results of these studies.

A

synthesis of the findings of these studies is presented in
the following section.
Research Findings Concerning Best
Practices in Inseivice
There appears to be substantial agreement in the
research findings regarding the characteristics associated
with effective inservice programs.

These characteristics

are discussed with respect to the following:

(1) planning

100 Gord on Lawrence, Patterns o f E ff ect~ve
.
.
Inserv~ce
Education: A State of the Art Summary of Research on
Materials and Procedures for Changing Teacher Behaviors in
Inservice Education (Tallahassee: Florida State Department
of Education, 1974), pp. 1-46.
101 Johnston and Yeakey, pp. 230-38.
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strategies;

(2) implementation strategies; and (3) the

conceptualization of inservice.
Planning strategies.

Virtually all of the studies

emphasize need for collaborative planning and shared decision-making in developing inservice programs.

McLaughlin and

Marsh, in reporting on the Rand study, indicated that there
are essentially four planning strategies:
(2) grass roots;

(1) top down;

(3) collaborative; and (4) no planning.

They suggested that collaborative is the most· desired and
that top down planning was the least successful in developing
effective inservice programs.

Grass roots planning was only

somewhat successful; however, without full district support,
"commitment waned over the long haul."

102

Lawrence stated,

" . • . inservice programs that have the best chance of being
effective are those that involve teachers in planning and
.
the1r
. own pro f ess1ona
.
1 d eve 1 opmen t ac t.1v1. t.1es. " 103
manag1ng
Johnston and Yeakey concluded that the most successful staff
development workshops would be those planned jointly by
teachers and administrators.

104

Hutson, drawing on the results of the Rand study,
suggested the following educational reasons for collaborative
inservice decision-making:

102

McLaughlin and Marsh, pp. 73-4.

103 Lawrence, Patterns of Effective Inservice Education, p. 17.
104 Johnston and Yeakey, p. 237.

1. To improve the quality of inservice by gaining
multiple perspectives.
2. To increase participants' sense of ownership.
3.
To create a climate in which joint planning and
operating are encouraged.
4.
To enlarge the circle of participants.
5. To reinforce the notion that decisions ought to
be mad~ on the basis of competence rather than position.l 5
Implementation strategies.

Several key practices

relating to the implementation of successful inservice
programs have emerged, again with considerable agreement.
Berman and McLaughlin noted that inservice programs should
be, "concrete, teacher specific and ongoing." 106

Further,

they suggested that training should be "hands on" to allow
teachers to try out new techniques and to ask for the kind

107
.
o f ass1stance
they nee d wh en th ey nee d 1't .
Lawrence observed that inservice

programs that have

individualized activities are more likely to accomplish
their objectives than are programs that have common activities for all participants.

He stated, "Demonstrations,

trials and feedback are more effective than activities in
which teachers merely absorb ideas for a future time."

108

McLaughlin and Marsh pointed out that professional
training is a long term, non-linear process and that regular
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Hutson, p. 4.

106 Berman and McLaughlin, p. 29.
lO 7 Ibid.

108

Lawrence, Patterns of Effective Inservice
Education, p. 20.
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meetings where teachers can discuss and work on problems are
important. 109
.

pre-~mp

Berman and McLaughlin reported that one-shot

1 ementa t.~on t ra~n~ng
. .
was

.

part~cu

110
1 ar 1y ~ne
. ff ect~ve.
.

Joyce and his associates also support the need for
teacher specificity.

He reported that all categories of

interviewees were concerned about the need to relate training
to local and

on-the-job needs and for teachers to receive
111
training when they need and want it.
There are implications in the research regarding
who should provide inservice and where it should be conducted.

Lawrence, for example, noted that school-based

programs conducted by local supervisors or administrators
appear to be more effective than those run by outside personnel.112

McLaughlin and Marsh suggested that, in terms

of knowledge about the practice of teaching, teachers often
. . 1 expert~se
.
. 1 a bl e. 113
represent t h e b est c 1 ~n~ca
ava~
Berman and McLaughlin indicated specifically the
ineffectiveness of outside consultants as a factor in

109
110

.

.

McLaughl~n

and Marsh, p. 87.

Berman and McLaughlin, p. 29.

111 Joyce, p. 10.
112 Lawrence, Patterns of Effective Inservice Education, p. 2 5.
113 McLaug hl'~n an d Ma rs h , p. 87 .
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successful programs.

114

In fact, according to

McLaug~lin

and

Marsh, "The ineffectiveness of outside consultants raises
serious questions about the roles that universities can play
in school-based staff development programs."

115

Hutson,

however, claimed that consultants could be helpful:

(1) as

advisors whereby consultation is made only at the request of
a teacher and limited to the teacher's expressed needs;

(2)

by organizing statewide dissemination systems of information
pertinent to the planning and delivery of inservice; and
(3) to help form temporary task forces of inservice planners
in local school districts and then to make their services
available directly to the task forces as needed.

116

Joyce's findings present a contrast with those of
Lawrence regarding the desirability of using local administrators rather than outside consultants.

When asked about

preferences for trainers, Joyce noted that only two percent
preferred local education agency personnel (including administrators and curriculum supervisors) , while fifteen percent
chose outside consultants and twenty percent indicated a
preference for college faculty.

An hypothesis advanced by

Joyce was that teachers did not want to have their evalua117
.
.
tors as t h elr tralners.

114
115
116
117

Berman

and McLaughlin, p. 28.

McLaughlin and Marsh, p.
Hutson, pp. 4-5.
Joyce, p. 82.

93.
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It is vital, however, that inservice programs are
explicitly supported by district and building administrators.

According to Hutson, "Involvement in inservice

requires extra effort on the part of teachers who need to
feel that their contributions are recognized and apprec. t

~a

e d . .,118

Further, McLaughlin and Marsh indicated that

formal institutional backing is required to legitimate
teachers' efforts and to coordinate teachers' plans.

119

Inservice activities should offer reasonable rewards
to participants.

However, the appeal of intrinsic rewards

appears to be dominant over extrinsic rewards.

Teachers

appear to participate in inservice programs because they
believe the programs will help them become better teachers.
Both the Rand study and Joyce's study revealed that giving
extra pay for training had either insignificant or negative
e ff ects on t h e success o f

.

.

~nserv~ce

programs.

The conceptualization of inservice.

120

The primary ques-

tion relating to the conceptualization of inservice has to
do with the purpose of inservice.

Schiffer discussed the

purpose of inservice from the standpoint of addressing
organizational goals as opposed to addressing the personal
goals of the participants.

She suggested that there are two

premises underlying inservice.
118

The traditional premise is·

.

Hutson, p. 4.

119 McLaug hl'~n and Marsh, p. 93.

120

Hutson, p. 4.
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that a school will benefit from the personal and professional actualization of its staff and that diversity in
values, behavior and teaching style will enhance the school.
A second, and apparently emerging, premise is that there
exists a set of generic competencies that all teachers
should have.

Inservice programs operating under the indivi-

dual goal premise are most suitable to schools with high
staff turnover wherein the administrator can select replacement personnel who are compatible with the school mission.
Inservice programs focusing on the organizational goal
premise,

howeve~,

are better suited to schools with more

stable faculties. 121
McLaughlin and Berman discussed the distinction
between the deficit model and the developmental model of
inservice.

The deficit model is built upon the assumption

that teachers are in need of inservice because they lack
the necessary skills to do an effective job.
is on correction and remediation.

The emphasis

The developmental model,

on the other hand, is based on the premise that teachers
need not be weak in order to become stronger.
is on professional growth and program building.

The focus
McLaughlin

and Berman found that inservice programs that follow the
developmental model and where this was clearly perceived by
the participants was a factor related to successful

121 Judith Schiffer, "A Framework for Staff Development," Teacher.s College Record, 8 0 (September, 19 7 8) , 9.
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t'~ve proJeC
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A major point addressed by Lawrence was that inser-

vice should be an integral part of the total school program.123

Two related points raised by both the Rand study

and the Lawrence study were that inservice should be conducted at the school site when appropriate and that the
materials should be developed locally.

124

In fact,

McLaughlin and Marsh stated, "It is clear that packaged
inservice programs, especially those without extensive
classroom follow-up and teacher participation, are not
likely to be effective.

n

125

Another issue relating to the conceptualization of
inservice has to do with how teachers and principals are
viewed as learners.

There is a growing volume of litera-

ture regarding learning theory applied to adult needs as
opposed to the needs of children.

Arends pointed out that

mature professionals need something more than new skills
and understandings.

He stated,

They will look for inservice programs that allow
them to integrate the knowledge and skills they possess,
to clarify career options, to increase the interpersonal competencies and to actualize their potential

122 McLaug hl'~n and Berman, "Retooling Staff Development," p. 193.
123

Lawrence, Patterns of Effective Inservice Education, p. 15.
124

Hutson, p. 8.

125 McLaug hl'~n and Marsh, p. 93.
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not only as professionals, but as human beings.

126

The importance of recognizing the learning needs
of inservice clients was further emphasized by McLaughlin
and Berman:
In the final analysis, effective staff development
depends much more on the district's point of view about
principals and teachers as learners than on the specifics of the staff development program.l27
A conceptual model for inservice borrowed essentially business and industry is beginning to appear in the
·educational literature.

Termed the "Organization Develop-

ment Model," it is based on the recognition that change
must take place within the social and political setting of
the organization.

In essence, the focus of this model is

on team building and problem solving within the context of
the total organization as opposed to trying to improve
isolated components.

Arends summarized,

Training and development efforts must aim toward
helping people in schools come together and use the
resources they already possess in more effective and
satisfying ways.l28
A final point relating to the conceptualization of
inservice concerns relevancy.

Ehrenburg indicated that

staff development programs can be relevant only if they are

126Arends , p . 2 0 2 .
127

McLaughlin and Berman, "Retooling Staff Development," p. 194.
128

Arends , p . 19 7 .

8.2

directly related to helping students achieve instructional
goals.

129

Hutson, however, in referring to the Lawrence

study, suggested that inservice content should be directed
toward changing teacher behavior, not student behavior.
He stated,
• there remains a nagging question, largely
unexplored in the literature, that must be appended,
namely, how does inservice affect changes in children?
. The conceptual issue is, therefore, who should
be the ultimate beneficiaries of inservice?l30
Summary of the Characteristics of
Effective Inservice Programs
This review of four significant research efforts
revealed considerable consensus concerning key practices
for teacher inservice which are associated with successful
programs.

Edelfelt, in his opening essay of the National

Educational Association's booklet on inservice, cited a
number of "clear and strong" patterns of effectiveness:
1. School-based programs in which teachers
participate as helpers to each other and planners
of inservice tend to have greater success than do
programs conducted by college or other outside personnel without the assistance of teachers.
2.
Inservice education programs that have differentiated training experiences for different teachers
are more effective than those that have common activities for all participants.
3. Inservice programs that place the teacher in
an active role (constructing and generating materials,

129

.
Lyle M. Ehrenburg and Ronald s. Brandt, "Improved
Student Learning: A Necessary Goal for Staff Development,"
Educational Leadership, 34 (December, 1976), 206.

130 Hutson, p. 7.
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ideas and behavior) are more effective than those that
place the teacher in a receptive role.
4.
Inservice programs in which teachers share and
provide mutual assistance to each other are more
effective than those in which each teacher does
separate work.
5.
Teachers are more likely to benefit from
inservice programs .in which they can choose goals and
activities for themselves as contrasted with programs
in which the goals and activities are preplanned.l31
Sommerville stated the following in the form of a
corollary to these points:
. • most common defects in inservice/staff development programs were poor planning and organization,
inadequate needs assessment, unclear objectives,
activities that were impersonal and unrelated to day-today problems of the participants, and lack of participant involvement in the planning and implementation of
their inservice.l32
These points of general agreement can be expressed in
more generic terms which lends to their utility relative
to inservice training for principals.

Effective. inservice

programs:
1.

Are concrete, ongoing and aimed at specific

2.

Emphasize demonstrations and opportunities for

skills.

staff to practice the new skills and receive feedback.
3.

Are individualized to address the requirements

of each participant and to relate to on-the-job needs.

131 Roy A. Edelfelt and Margo Johnson, Rethinking
Inservide Education (Washington, D.c.: National Education
Association, 1975), pp. 18-19.
132

sommerville, p. 59.
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4.

Include opportunities to observe others who have

mastered and are practicing the skills being taught.
5.

Are supported by the administration, however,

participants should choose the program content and act as
helpers and planners.
6.

Use local resource personnel as trainers, how-

ever, many participants prefer not to be trained by their
evaluators.
Characteristics of Effective Staff
Development for Administrators
Literature concerning the characteristics of
effective inservice programs for principals specifically is
not plentiful and most of what is available appears to
relate to procedural issues.

St. John, for example, indi-

cated the following standards for a successful district
professional development program for principals which
reflect many of the research validated characteristics of
effective inservice programs:
1.
Realistic, attainable goals should be both
short and long range and understood by all concerned.
2. Cooperatively planned activities should be consistent with the goals and compatible with the administrators' current jobs and future career plans.
3. Active involvement should be emphasized.
4. Activities should be credible and genuinely
helpful.
5. Alternate approaches and optional methods for
reaching goals should be provided.
6. Programs should be offered at proper times,
with attention to frequency, duration and timeliness.
7. Program content should be appropriate.
8. Climate should be conducive to divergent
thinking and free expression.
9.
Follow-up action should be stimulated.
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10. Reward and recognition should be provided.
11. Activities must be supported by the school
board and administrative team.
12. Programs should allow for expansive activities and reasonable failures.
13. Programs should result in positive im~a~t on
the individual administrator and the district. 3
Pellicer discussed the conditions necessary for the
development of an effective staff development program for
administrators.

He suggested that commitment is vital and

should be evident both in written policies and in intangible
support expressed through the feelings and attitudes of the
superintendent.

Written policies should:

(1) voice the

board's enthusiasm for administrative staff development;
(2) provide broad guidelines for the establishment and
evaluation of the programs; and (3) allocate time and
money.

134
Pellicer further stated,

. . . effective staff development plans for
administrators must display certain critical features.
At the very minimum,. these plans must be written,
·
long range, comprehensive, relevant, appropriate and
flexible.l35
Long range plans provide for continuous growth over
a significant ·period of t.ime and help avoid constant "fire

133Walter st. John, "Professional Development for
Principals: The Worst Slum of all," National Elementary
Principal, 56 (March/April, 1977), 72.

o. Pellicer, "Effective ~taff Development
Programs for Administrators," Clearing House, 54 (March,
1981), 305.
135
rbid.
134 Leonard
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fighting."

Plans, therefore, should involve a time span

in excess of three years. 136
can be determined through:
of principals' needs;

Relevancy, Pellicer indicated,

(1) formal and informal surveys

(2) review of the professional

literature; and (3) tying professional development to the
evaluation and compensation plans for principals.

137

It would appear that little difference exists
between the "best practices" for teacher inservice and the
recommendations for effective principal inservice programs.
If there is a difference, it is, perhaps, that which was
expressed by Johnston and Yeakey:
. . Principals tend to orient themselves toward
the client community and a general view of the organization. Teachers, on the other hand, tend to orient
themselves to classroom activities since the classroom is the focal point of their technical expertise. US
Chapter Summary
This discussion has provided an overview of the
current literature pertaining to the inservice training of
the elementary school principal.
addressed in the chapter were:
principalship;

The topics specifically

(1) evolution of the

(2) the need for principal inservice

136 Pellicer, p. 305.
137

Ibid.

138 Johnston and Yeakey, p. 234.
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training:

(3)

the nature of the inservice training needs

of the principal:

(4) the basis of current efforts to pro-

vide principal inservice training:

(5) inservice training

programs currently in operation to provide training for
principals:

(6) the inadequacy of principal inservice

training efforts;

(7) emerging principal inservice strate-

gies: and (8) research validated characteristics of effective inservice programs.
The literature is convergent with respect to the
emerging status of the principal as the educational leader
of the school/community and the corresponding shift in the
critical competencies required to fulfill the responsibilities of that role.

Further, there is consensus that most

preservice training programs do not equip the principal
adequately with the skills needed to exert effective leadership for the improvement of instruction.

The need for

effective inservice training, therefore, is well established.
There is evidence of considerable activity, particularly during the past decade, to address the inservice
training needs of both teachers and administrators.

How-

ever, a lack of coordination and continuity exists among
the programs and sponsoring agencies which has resulted
in redundancy and inconsistent availability and accessability for all principals.

This underscores the essential

role of the local district administration in the determination of inservice opportunities for principals.

The
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attitude and commitment of district administrators and
g-overning boards toward administrative staff development
and the nature of the support directed thereto are significant factors in the success of programs to meet principals' training needs.
Much has been written concerning inservice practices
which are associated with effective educational programs.
Current descriptions of the best practices for inservice,
however, are based on relatively few empirical studies.
Although most of the effective practices identified involve
inservice for teachers, many have implications for principal inservice and, indeed, are incorporated in many of the
presently functioning administrative inservice programs.
Upon reviewing the literature regarding the current
wisdom in staff development, an essential question remains
largely unexplored, namely, how does inservice affect
changes in children?

While the relevancy of inservice is

discussed most frequently in terms of meeting the client's
needs or those of the institution, it must be assumed that
students are the ultimate beneficiaries of inservice
efforts.

Questions concerning the impact of principal

inservice on the improvement of instruction and the relationship between principal inservice practices and student
achievement, therefore, are apposite and central to this
investigation.

Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY
This investigation entailed the causal-comparative
method.

This method was employed due to its usefulness in

exploring causal relationships among variables that cannot
be manipulated experimentally.

The causal-comparative

method involves comparing samples that are different on a
critical variable but otherwise comparable.

1

A basic caveat

to be observed when interpreting the findings in a causalcomparative study is that absolute cause/effect relationships cannot be determined.

However, according to Borg

and Gall, " . . . the causal-comparative method is useful for
identifying possible causes of observed variations in
behavior patterns." 2
This investigation was conducted in two phases.
Phase one involved comparisons between two groups of California school districts (high pupil achievement and low
pupil achievement) relative to district level approaches and
perceptions concerning inservice training for elementary
principals.

Phase Two involved comparisons between two

1 walter R. Borg and Meredith Damien Gall, Educational Research: An Introduction (New York: Longman, 1979),
p. 444.
2

Borg and Gall, p. 446.
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groups of elementary principals selected from the sample of
districts used in Phase One relative to their perceptions
concerning inservice training for principals.
This chapter is devoted to the description of:
the sample and the basis of its selection;

(1)

(2) development

of the survey instruments; and (3) the procedures used in
conducting the investigation.
Because the selection of districts for the sample
was based on student academic achievement and because high
academic achievement and low academic achievement constitute
the independent variables for this investigation, it is of
importance to provide information regarding the instrument
used to make that determination.

The following, therefore,

is a brief explanation of the California Assessment Program,
the nature of the test and the basis for the interpretation
of the test scores.
California Assessment Program
Achievement testing in California public schools was
first required· by legislation in 1961.

The California

Assessment Program had its beginning in two subsequent legislative acts, The Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act of 1965, which
r.equired testing in reading in grades one, two and three; and
the California State Testing Act of 1969, which required
testing in the basic skills in grades six and twelve.

3

3 california Assessment Program, Handbook for Reporting and Using Test Results (California State Department of
Education, 1976), pp. II, l-3.
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In 1972, new legislation permitted the use of statedeveloped tests which could be administered on a matrix
sampling basis.

The current testing is based upon sections

60600 through 60672 of the California Education Code.

The

purpose of the legislation enacting those sections was
stated in the Legislative Intent section of the law:
It is the intent of the Legislature in enacting
this chapter to determine the effectiveness of school
districts and schools in assisting pupils to master
the fundamental educational skills toward which instruction is directed.
The program of statewide testing
shall provide the public, the Legislature, and school
districts evaluative information regarding the various
levels of proficiency achieved by different groups of
pupils of varying socio-economic backgrounds, so that
the Legislature and individual school districts may
allocate resources in a manner to assure maximum educational opportunity for all pupils.4
The California Assessment Program, using statedeveloped tests, was fully implemented in the 1974-75 school
year.

The tests developed were the Entry Level Test for

grade one, a Reading Test for grades two and thre.e, and the
Survey of Basic Skills tests for grades six and twelve.

5

Survey of Basic Skills: Grade 6
The Survey of Basic Skills: Grade 6 is administered
annually to all sixth grade students in the state during the
mandated testing period, April 22 through May 5.

The content

areas of the test are Reading, Written Expression, Spelling

4 california Assessment Program, Profiles of School
District Performance: 1980-81, A Guide to Interpretation
(California State Department of Education, 1981), p. 1.
5 Handbook for Reporting and Using Test Results,
p. II-4.
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and Mathematics.

The total battery consists of 480 items.

However, due to the matrix sampling technique, each student
is administered one of the sixteen forms of the test each
containing thirty items.

Statistical calculations in the

matrix sampling proced.ure enable the preparation of a
district profile corresponding to the profile that would be
obtained if all students took all items in a long test.
Matrix sampling "is an effective testing procedure when the
purpose of the testing is to obtain information about the
performance of groups of students."

6

The content specifications for the test were
developed around the Reading, Mathematics and English Language Frameworks for California Public Schools: Kindergarten
through Grade Twelve, county courses of study, and the scope
and sequence outlines of the state-adopted reading, rnathernatics and language textbooks commonly used throughout California.7
In establishing the validity of the test, emphasis
was placed on content validity.

This is reflected in the

procedures employed to develop the test which involved cornrnittees composed of educators and reference to the state
frameworks and other curriculum guides for the content
specifications.

6Profiles of School District Performance, p. 5.
7 california Assessment Program, Survey of Basic
Skills: Grade 3, Rationale and Content (California State
Department of Education, 1980), p. iii.
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Concurrent validity, while of lesser importance, was
determined on the basis of correlations with two standardized achievement tests in 1976.

The following coefficients

were reported: 8
Reading

Math

Writing

ComJ2rehens i ve Tests of
Basic Skills (CTBS)

.60

.47

.42

Iowa Test of Educational
DeveloEment

.65

.69

.77

The reliability of the test was determined on the
basis of internal consistency using the Kuder-Richardson
(KR-20) formula in 1977.

The following coefficients were

reported: Reading, .97; Written Expression, .96; Mathe-

.
9
mat1cs, . 96.
ComJ2arison Score Bands
The results of the test are reported by school and
by district averages using scaled scores (100-400) for each
of the content areas.

A comparison score band is provided

to indicate the school and district position relative to
the range of scores from schools and districts with similar
background factors.

The comparison score band represents

the middle 50 percent of similar districts.
lower 25 percent fall outside the band.

The upper and

If a district score

falls above the range of its comparison score band, it is in

8

california Assessment Program, Technical Report
(California State Department of Education, 1977), pp. 144-45.
9 Ibid.

94

the upper 25 percent of the districts having similar reported
background factors.

The converse is true if the district

score falls below the range of its comparison score band.
The comparison score band is not an indication of where a
district should score, only where districts with a similar
set of background factors did score.

10

Three background factors were used in calculating
the comparison score bands for the Survey of Basic Skills:
Grade 6:

(1) socioeconomic index;

(2) percent of students

whose families receive assistance under the Aid to Families
with Dependent Children program (AFDC); and (3) percent of
limited English and non-English speaking students (LES/NES).
The background factors were derived as follows:
Socioeconomic Index.

The socioeconomic index is

derived from data filled in by the teacher on the back of
each student's test.

Teachers were asked to classify the

usual occupation of the principal bread-winner in each
pupil's family in one of the following categories:
--Unknown
--unskilled employees (and welfare)
--Skilled and semiskilled employees
--Semiprofessional, clerical and sales workers, and
technicians
--Executives, professionals and managers

10 Profiles of School District Performance, p. 16.
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The first two categories were assigned a value of 1,
the third a value of 2, and the last two a value of 3.

The

socioeconomic index is the mean of these values.
Percent AFDC.

Late in 1980 each district completed

a questionnaire in which it was asked to give the enrollment
of each school in the district and the number of students in
·each school attendance area whose families were receiving
AFDC assistance as of October 1980.

For schools with a

sixth grade, the number of students from families receiving
AFDC in the attendance area was divided by the sum of the
public and private school enrollment to yield a percent
AFDC figure.

The district AFDC value presented on the pro-

file was calculated by weighting the percent AFDC figure
for each school by the number of sixth grade students tested
in the school.
Percent LES/NES.

The percent LES/NES was derived

from data filled in on the back of each student's test.
Teachers were asked to classify the students according to
four language-proficiency categories:

(1) English only;

Fluent English and a second language;

(3) Limited English

and a second language; and (4) Non-English speaking.

(2)

The

percent LES/NES students is the percent of students who were
identified in categories 3 and 4.
The following example provided by the California
Assessment Program clearly illustrates the proper interpretation of comparison score band information.
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. . . The socioeconomic index for Calwest's sixth
grade pupils was 2.38, placing the district in the
79th percentile, above the state average, for that
index.
The district had relatively few disadvantaged
pupils (5.4 percent AFDC), placing the district in
the 28th percentile in that category. The district's
percent of LES/NES pupils (2.4) is slightly above the
state average, placing it in the 59th percentile.
The weighted combination of these factors for Calwest
and similar districts is used to develop the comparison score bands.
For example, Calwest's sixth grade
spelling score of 69.2 is within its comparison score
band of 67.7-70.3.11
Description of the Samples
The population from which the samples were drawn
consisted of all public school districts in California.
There are presently 1,041 school districts in California,
excluding community college districts, located throughout
the 58 counties of.the state.

School districts in Cali-

fornia are of the following types:
1.

A unified school district includes both elemen-

tary (i<-6 or K-8) and high school educational levels.
2.

An elementary school district usually includes

kindergarten and grades one through six or eight.
3.

A high school district usually includes grade

nine and above, but may include grade seven and above.
4.

The word "union" in the name of a high school

district indicates that it includes two or more elementary
school districts.
5.

The word "union" in the name of an elementary

11 Profiles of School District Performance, p. 20.
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district indicates that it was formed from two or more districts.
6.

The word "joint" in a district name indicates

that it includes territory from more than one county.

12

The types of districts represented in the sample
for this investigation were:

(1) unified school districts;

{2) elementary school districts;

(3)

joint unified school

districts; and (4) union elementary school districts.
The Sample: Phase One
The focus of this investigation was on two groups
of school districts: high achieving and low achieving.

The

selection of districts for study was based on the following
criteria:

1.

High achieving districts are those in which the

district score on the 1981 Survey of Basic Skills: Grade 6
exceeded its comparison score band in at least three of the
four content areas of the test.
2.

Low achieving districts are those in which the

district score on the 1981 Survey of Basic Skills: Grade 6
.fell below its comparison score band in at least three of
the four content areas of the test.
Upon identifying the districts in each of these
groups, based on data provided by the California State
Department of Education Office of Program Evaluation and

12 Bureau o f Pu bl'~cat~ons,
.
California Public School
Directory, 1982 (California State Department of Education,
1982) 1 PP• 5-6,
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Research, the following specifications were used to select
the districts comprising the sample for study.
1.

The district must have had an A.D.A. of less

than 100,000.
2.

The district must have had a minimum of three

elementary sites which include grade six students (not the
entry level) operating under the jurisdiction of a central
office.
The rationale underlying these specifications is
that while the extremes were sought in the identification
of the achievement levels of the school districts in California, an effort was made to rule out the extremes with
respect to district size.
Of the 1,041 school districts in California, 916
include schools in which grade six is taught and for which
1981 C.A.P. scores and comparison band information were
reported.

Among those districts, .14 6 ( 15. 9 percent) met the

initial criteria for the high achievement districts and 156
(17 percent) met the criteria for the low achievement districts.

After·applying the district size specifications,

the final sample for study was reduced to 40 high achieving
districts and 41 low achieving districts.
Among the 40 high achieving districts, 26 exceeded
their comparison score bands in all four content areas while
14 exceeded their comparison score bands in only three areas.
Of those 14 districts, all were within their comparison
score bands in the fourth content area as follows: Reading,
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5 districts; Written Expression, 1 district; Spelling, 5

districts; and Mathematics, 3 districts.
Among the 41 low achieving districts, 18 were below
their comparison score bands in all four content areas while
23 were below their comparison score bands in only three
areas.

Of those 23 districts, all were within their com-

parison score bands in the fourth content area as follows:
Reading, 2 districts; Written Expression, no districts;
Spelling, 14 districts; and Mathematics, 7 districts.
The sample districts are dispersed among 29 of the
58 counties in California as indicated in Table 1.
Information regarding district enrollment, grade
levels served and the number of elementary school sites for
each district in the sample is displayed in the Appendix.
Those data, however, are summarized in Table 2.
The dispersion of the sample by type of school district is indicated in Table 3.
The Sample: Phase Two
The sample for the second phase of the investigation
consisted of all elementary principals serving in certain
districts selected from the sample used in Phase One.

The

selection of districts for study at the principal level was
based on the following objectives:
1.

To develop a sample representing approximately

25 percent of the total number of schools in both the high
achieving and low achieving districts.

Table 1
Dispersion of the Sample Districts by County

County

Number High
Achieving
Districts

Number LOW
Achieving
Districts

county

Number LOW
Achieving
Districts

Number High
Achieving
Districts

Alameda

1

1

Placer

1

0

Calaveras

1

0

Riverside

1

1

Contra Costa

1
1

0

Sacramento

2

0

0

San Bernadino

0

4

1

1

San Diego

3

0

Imperial

0

1

San Joaquin

0

1

Kern

0

3

San Mateo

0

Kings

0

2

Santa Barbara

4
1

Los Angeles

3

17

Santa Clara

5

1

Marin

1

0

Santa Cruz

1

0

Merced

1

1

Shasta

1

0

Mono

0

1

Solano

1

0

Monterey

1

0

Stanislaus

3

2

Orange

5

1

Ventura

0

4

Yolo

1

0

Fresno
Humboldt

N

=

40

0

N

=

41

I-'
0
0
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Table 2
Range and Mean: District A.D.A. and
Number of Elementary Schools

High Achieving
Districts

Low Achieving
Districts

District A.D.A. range:
Largest

46,804

60,787

490

677

6,604

8,571

264,181

351,415

54

51

3

3

Smallest
Mean
Total
Number of Elementary
Schools range:
Most
Least

10.5

Mean

9.7

420

Total

396

Table 3
Dispersion of the Sample by District Type

District Type

High Achieving
Districts

Low Achieving
Districts

Unified

10

24

Elementary

20

13

Union Elementary

8

2

Joint Elementary

0

1

Joint Unified

2

1
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2.

To develop a sample of principals from a cross

section of district types and sizes.
3.

To develop a sample representing a range of

district achievement gains between 1978 (year the Mangers
Report was published) and 1981 (year of the c.A.P. scores
used to identify the high and low achieving districts).
Because the districts showed varying degrees of
academic improvement between 1978 and 1981, an effort was
made to rule out this factor in the selection of the principal sample.

The sample, therefore, was selected using a

systematic sampling technique as follows:
1.

The 1978 to 1981 gain score in Reading was

computed for each of the 40 high achieving districts.

The

districts were rank-ordered and every third district was
selected.
2.

The 1978 to 1981 gain score in Reading was

computed for each of the 41 low achieving districts.

The

districts were rank-ordered and every third district was
selected.
3.

Reading was selected as the basis of gain score

computation because skill and comprehension in reading is
associated with success in other academic areas.
The selection process resulted in a sample of 192
principals representing 24 percent of the 816 principals in
all of the sample districts.

The sample from the high

achieving districts consisted of 103 principals from 12
districts.

The sample from the low achieving districts

103
consisted of 89 principals from 13 districts.

Table 4 dis-

plays the dispersion of the sample by.reading gain score
(difference between the 1978 and the 1981 scaled score)
and the number of principals in each district.
The Survey Instruments
The instruments used for this investigation were
developed by the investigator.

They were designed to deter-

mine the extent to which certain practices and perceptions
exist among the sample districts and principals relative
to principal inservice training.

The contents of the sur-

vey instruments were based on the recommendations from the
Mangers Report and research validated criteria for effective
inservice training discussed in the preceding chapter.
Phase One
The instrument for Phase One was designed for the
district superintendent or a district level administrator
having supervisory responsibility for elementary principals.
It consisted of 93 items relating to 22 questions.

The

questions were grouped under the following five areas:
1.

Need and planning for principal inservice

training.
2.

Content of principal inservice programs.

3.

Format used for principal inservice training.

4.

Principal involvement in inservice P.rograms.

Table 4
Dispersion of the Sample of Principals by Gain
Score and Number of Principals
in Each District

Low Achieving Districts

High Achieving Districts
District

1
2

Gain Score

Number of
Principals

District

5

Number of
Principals

Gain Score

1
2

19
12

11

3

10

4

4

4

8

20
15

8
5

7
5

8

14
12

16
5

5
6
7

6
3
14

9
10

10
8

9

11

5

12

-3

3

39
34
27

3
10

4

24

5
6
7

8

21
3
14

N

=

-103

I

5

3
3
1

5
14

9
10

-2

6
8

11

-3

3

12

-5

3

13

-15

7
N

=

89

,_,

...

0
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5.

Evaluation of principal inservice programs.

The nature of the items varied.

Some items required

a "yes" or "no" response to determine if a particular element
is present in the district (e.g., "Are there written board
policies and/or administrative .rules and regulations that
pertain to principal inservice training in your district?").
Other items asked subjects to indicate the extent to which
an element or practice is present or to judge the effectiveness of certain elements or practices using a four-point
scale (e.g., Much, Some, Little, None).

The survey instru-

ment is displayed in the Appendix.
Content validation.

The instrument was content

validated through the advice, counsel.and recommendations
of a panel of experts composed of:

(1) three university

professors of education and (2) two district superintendents.
Pilot study.

In order to field-test the survey

instrument and to establish its reliability, a pilot study
was conducted.

The survey, accompanied by a letter of

transmittal, a letter of endorsement from the dissertation
committee chairman, and a stamped, self-addressed envelope
was mailed to twenty district superintendents on May 11,
1983.

The pilot sample was determined according to the

following criteria:
1.

The sample must represent various geographic

regions of the state.

10 6
2.

The sample districts must conform to the dis-

trict size specifications of the actual sample for study.
3.

The size of the sample must be approximately

25 percent of the actual sample for study.
Of the twenty surveys mailed, twelve or 60 percent
were returned.

The reliability of the instrument was

determined on the basis of internal consistency using the
Kuder-Richardson (KR-20) formula.

On the basis of the

twelve surveys returned, the reliability coefficient
(KR-20) was .94, derived as follows: 13

=

n

n-1
where, n

=

93 (number of items on the survey)

2

=

159.72 (the variance of scores)

p

=

the proportion of the group that responded
correctly ("yes" and "l's" and "2's" on scaled
i terns)

q

=1

sn

- p

=
r

KR 20

93

92

(159.72- 11.75')
\
159.72

= • 94

In addition to responding to the survey items,
super~ntendents

were asked to offer any recommendations

relating to the improvement of the instrument and to indicate the amount of time required to complete the survey.
13 Gilbert Sax, Principles of Educational and Psychological Measurement and Evaluation (Belmont, ca.: Wadsworth
Publishing Company, 1980), p. 265.
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No such recommendations were returned.

The average time

required to complete the survey was 17 minutes, which was
noted in the letter of transmittal for the actual study.
Phase Two
The instrument for Phase Two was designed for
elementary principals.
to 23 questions.

It consisted of 74 items relating

The questions were grouped under the

following four areas:
1.

Need for principal inservice training.

2.

Participation in principal inservice training.

3.

District involvement in principal inservice

training.
4.

Effectiveness of principal inservice programs.

The nature of the items and the format of the survey closely paralleled the instrument used in Phase One.
The survey instrument is displayed in the Appendix.
Content validation.

The instrument was content

validated through the advice, counsel and recommendations
of a panel of experts composed of:

(1) three university

professors of education and (2) four elementary.principals.
Pilot study.

In order to field-test the survey

instrument and to establish its reliability, a pilot study
was conducted.

The survey, accompanied by a letter of

transmittal, a letter of endorsement from the dissertation
committee chairman and a stamped, self-addressed envelope
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was mailed to fifty elementary principals on September 30,
1983.

The pilot sample was determined according to the

following criteria:
1.

The sample must represent various geographic

regions of the state.
2.

The sample of principals must be from districts

conforming to the district size specifications of the
actual sample for study.
3.

The size 'of the sample must be approximately 25

percent of the actual sample for study.
Of the fifty surveys mailed, 31 or 62 percent were
returned.

The reliability of the instrument was determined

on the basis of internal consistency using the KuderRichardson (KR-20) formula.

On the basis of the 31 surveys

returned, the reliability coefficient (KR-20) was .88,
derived as follows:

14

=

n

n-1
where,

n

=

sn 2 =

69 (number of items on the survey excluding the
demographic items)
108.32 (the variance of scores)

p

=

the proportion of the group that responded
correctly ("yes" and "l's" and "2's" on the
scaled items)

q

=

1 - p
r
r

KR20

=

KR20

=

14 Sax, p. 265.

69

68
.88

(108.32- 14.12)
108.32
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In addition to responding to the survey items,
principals were asked to offer any recommendations relating
to the improvement of the instrument and to indicate the
amount of time required to complete the survey.
recommendations were returned.

No such

The average time required

to complete the survey was 15 minutes, which was noted in
the letter of transmittal for the actual study.
It should be noted that an attempt was made to
establish the reliability on the basis of the test-retest
procedure.

In fact, a second (retest) survey was mailed to

all of the responding

superi~tendents

the initial survey was mailed.

three weeks after

This method was abandoned

in favor of the Kuder-Richardson formula; however, when it
was observed that, in several instances, the retest survey
had been completed by an administrator other than the person who completed the original survey.
Distribution of the Instruments
The survey instruments were mailed to each member
of the sample .for each phase of the investigation.

All sur-

veys were accompanied by a letter of transmittal, an
endorsement letter from the dissertation committee chairman
and a stamped, self-addressed return envelope.

A response

was requested within two weeks of the date of posting.
The survey for Phase One was addressed specifically,
by name, to the district superintendent.
were mailed on June 15, 198J.

The 81 surveys

A follow-up survey,
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accompanied by a reminder letter and the endorsement letter
from the dissertation committee chairman, was mailed to the
22 non-respondents on July 5, 1983.
The survey for Phase Two was addressed to "Principal" due to the likelihood that the individual named as
principal in the California Public Schools Directory may
have changed.
1983.

The 192 surveys were mailed on October 14,

A follow-up survey, accompanied by a reminder letter

and the endorsement letter from the dissertation committee
chairman, was mailed to the 81 non-respondents on November
4, 1983.
Upon their return, the responses from the surveys
were transferred on to "scan-tron" computer forms for data
analysis.

Each survey was coded for identification by

district (Phase One), by school (Phase Two) and by district
achievement level (Phases One and Two}.

The treatment of

the data is discussed in the following section.
Treatment of the Data
The responses from the surveys were recorded on
"scan.:.tron" computer sheets and entered into the computer
for statistical analysis.

The data analysis was performed

using Statistical Programs for the Social Sciences (SPSS).
The statistical treatment of the data is discussed relative
to each of the hypotheses and research questions.
First Hypothesis
The first hypothesis was:

111
There is a difference between the high achieving
and low achieving school districts in California
with respect to the policies and practices employed
to provide inservice training for elementary principals relative to the recommendations from the Mangers
Report and research validated characteristics of
effective inservice programs.
Me.thod.

Items on the Phase One (superintendents')

survey relating specifically to the Mangers Report recommendations and effective inservice characteristics were
identified.

The responses to these items were assigned

the following values:

=

1.

Much, Often, Very Important

2.

Some, Sometimes, Somewhat Important

=

3.

Little, Seldom, Little Importance

=

3

4.

None, Never, Not Important

5.

For items requiring a "Yes" or "No" response,

=

1
2

4

"Yes" was assigned a value of 1 and "No" was assigned a
value of 4.

These values were assigned to the "Yes/No" items

to ailow equal weighting with the scaled response items.
A "Yes" response, therefore, was comparable to a "Much"
response and a "No" response was comparable to a "None"
response in terms of its impact on the total score for the
items.
A total score for the selected items was computed
for each of the respondents.

The mean score was computed

for the respondents in the high achieving districts and
for the low achieving districts.

The t-test was used to

determine if the two group mean scores differed
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significantly at the .05 level of confidence.
Source of the Data.

The data required to test

this hypothesis were obtained from the following 16 items
on the Phase One (superintendents') survey.
l.

Items relating to the Mangers Report recom-

mendations: 2c, 4, 9a, l3c, 13e and 16b.
2.

Items relating to the characteristics of

effective inservice practices: 2b, 5b, Bb, l2a, l3a, l3b,
l3d, l3f, l3g and l3h.
Interpretation.

The responses to these items

reflect:

(l) whether or not an element is present in the

district;

(2) the degree to which or the frequency with

which a practice is employed; or (3) the degree of importance the respondent placed on an element in making
decisions concerning principal inservice.

In each case,

a score of l represented the maximum (Yes, Much, Often,
etc.) and a score of 4 represented the minimum (No, None,
Never, etc.).

The mean score for these items provided an

index of the extent to which the elements or practices are
present, employed or perceived as important in district
level decision-making.
It is recognized that specificity with respect to
the differences that may or may not exist between the two
groups of districts are not revealed by grouping items in
this manner.

However, testing the significance of the

difference between the composite mean scores of the high
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achieving and the low achieving districts does indicate
whether or not a difference exists between the two groups,
thereby establishing the basis for accepting or rejecting
this hypothesis.
Research Question 1
The first research question was:
What differences exist in the manner in which high
achieving and low achieving school districts currently
address and support continuing professional development
for their principals relative to the recommendations
from the Mangers Report and research validated criteria
for effective inservice programs?
Method.

Items on the Phase One (superintendents')

survey relating to the implementation of principal inservice
programs were identified.

Each item asked the respondent to

indicate for each of several related components:

(1) the

degree to which the component is used in the district;

(2)

the frequency with which the component is used in the
district; or C3l the degree of importance on the component
in making district level decisions concerning principal
inservice.
The answer to this research question was determined
through an item analysis of each of the components correspending to each of the survey questions.
question 8 on the survey asked:

For example,

To what degree are the

following groups involved in planning the inservice programs
for your principals?

Respondents rated the following four

components relative to this question using a four-point
scale (Much, Some, Little, None):

ll4
a.

District administrators

b.

Principals

c.

District resource personnel

d.

Outside consultants.

The response to each of the components was converted
to a numerical score as follows:

=

1.

Much, Often, Very Important

2.

Some, Sometimes, Somewhat Important

=

3.

Little, Seldom, Little Importance

=

3

4.

None, Never, Not Important

5.

For items requiring a "Yes/No" response, "Yes"

=

1
2

4

was assigned a value of 1 and "No" was assigned a value of 2.
6.

One survey item asked respondents to indicate

an appropriate category (e.g., More than 6 days, 3 to 6 days,
etc.).

Each of the categories for this item was assigned a

numerical score 1 through 4.
The mean score for each of the components relating
to each survey question was computed for the high achieving
districts and for the low achieving districts.

The t-test

was used to determine if the difference between the group
mean scores for each component was significant at the .05
level of confidence.
Source of the Data.

The data required to answer

this research question were obtained from the following 62
items on the Phase One (.superintendents')_ survey:

ll5
Question

Components
a,b,c,d,
a,b,c,d
a,b,c,d
a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h
a,b,c,d
a,b,c,d
a,b
a,b,c,d
a,b,c,d,e,f,g
a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h
a,b·,c,d
none
a,b,c
a,b,c,d,e

2
4
5
6

7
8
9

10
12
13
17
18
20
21

Interpretation.

The mean scores and the difference

between the high achieving and low achieving district mean
scores for each component were presented and discussed
relative to each survey question.

This procedure provided

for the identification of specific components

where the

two groups of districts differed significantly.
Research Question 2
The second research question was:
What relationships exist between: (1) the school
district's continuing professional development priorities and practices for its principals and (2) the
pupil achievement level of the district?
Method.

The answer to this question was determined

by computing the point-biserial correlation coefficient for
selected items from the superintendents' survey.

The point-
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biserial correlation is a derivative of the Pearson productmoment correlation which is used to determine the relationship between a continuous variable X and another variable Y
. h ~s
. a d.~c h otomy. 15
wh ~c

In this case, the variable X is

represented by the respondents' score on each component
and the variable Y is represented by the dichotomous high
and low achieving school districts.

For this computation,

the high achieving districts were assigned a value of 1 and
the low achieving districts were assigned a value of 0.
It should be acknowledged that when the computational
formula used for the point-biserial (product-moment) correlation is applied to two dichotomous variables the result
.

~s

. t • 16
ac t ua 11 y t erme d t h e p h.~ coe ff.~c~en

This would be

the case where the correlation between the high and low
achieving districts is computed for the items with a yes/no
response.

Both correlations, however, are forms of the

Pearson product-moment correlation and, therefore, share
the same characteristics in terms of stability and the
det

.

erm~na

t•~on o f

.

.f.~cance. 17

s~gn~

Because of this compati-

bility and to avoid confusion in reporting the results for
those few items to which this applies, this distinction
was not made in the report of the findings.
15 oonald Ary and Lucy Chester Jacobs, Introduction to
Statistics: Purposes and Procedures (New York: Holt, Rinehart
and Winston, 1976), p. 237.
16 Kenneth D. Hopkins and Gene v. Glass, Basic Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences (Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1978), p. 138.
17

Borg, pp. 492-93.
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Source of the Data.

The data required to answer

this research question were obtained from the following
items on the Phase One (superintendents') survey:
Question

Components

2

a,b,c,d

4

a,b,c,d

5

a,b,c,d

6

a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h

7

a,b,c,d

8

a,b,c,d

9

a,b

10

a,b,c,d

12

a,b,c,d,e,f,g

13

a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h

17

a,b,c,d

18

none

20

a,b,c

21

a,b,c,d,e

Interpretation.

The bivariate correlation coef-

ficient is "a statistic that enables the researcher to
describe in mathematical terms the strength of relationship
between two variables."

18

The point-biserial correlation

was used due to the placement of district academic achievement level into two (2) distinct dichotomies; high and low.
The correlation coefficient did not imply, nor did
the investigator infer, a causal relationship.

It did,

however, provide an indication of the strength of relationship between the scores for each component and the achievement level of the district.
18

Borg, p. 418.

The use of the t-test (research
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question 1) in conjunction with the correlation coefficient
(research question 2) in a causal-comparative study is
supported by Borg.
• . Researchers sometimes first analyze causalcomparative data to determine whether observed differences are statistically significant.
If a statistically significant difference is obtained, the
researcher will compute one of the correlational statistics to determine the magnitude of relationship between.
the two variables.
A bivariate statistic such as the
product-moment correlation is usually computed following a t-test.l9
Second Hypothesis
The second hypothesis was:
There is a difference between the principals in the
high achieving districts and the principals in the low
achieving districts with respect to their perceptions
of: ( 1) the need for principal inservice programs; (2)
the degree to which their inservice needs are being
met; (3) their level of participation in inservice
activities; (4) the district's involvement in and support for principal inservice; and (5) the effectiveness of inservice programs.
Method..

Items from the Phase Two (principals') sur-

vey relating to these topics were selected.

Responses to

these items were assigned numerical values as follows:
Great need, More than adequately, Often, and

1.

Much = 1.
2..

Some need, Adequately, Occasionally, and Some=

3.

Little need, Less than adequately, Seldom, and

2.

Little = 3.

19

Borg, p. 469.
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4.

No need, Not at all, Never, and .None = 4 ..

5.

For item 9: Regularly = 1; Frequently = 2;

Occasionally= 3; Seldom= 4; Never= 5.

A factor of 0.8

was applied to the response scores to allow equal weight
of this item with the other items.
6.

The "Undecided" response was not assigned a

numerical value and was not included in the statistical
calculations.

The frequency of the "Undecided" responses,

however, was presented and discussed in the findings.
7.

For the two items requiring a "Yes/No" response,

Yes = 1 and No = 4.

These values were assigned to the

"Yes/No" items to allow equal weighting with the scaled
response items.

Thus, a "yes" response was comparable to

a "Great need" response and a "No" response was comparable
to "No need" response in terms of its impact on the total
score for the items.
A total score for the selected items was computed
for each of the respondents.

The mean score was computed

for the respondents in the high achieving districts and the
low achieving districts.

The t-test was used to determine

if the two group mean scores differed significantly at the
.05 level of confidence.
Source of the Data.

The data required to test

this hypothesis were obtained from the following items on
the Phase Two (_principals'} survey: 6, 8, 9, 13, 14, lla,
16, 20.
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Interpretation.

The responses to these items

reflect the degree to which the principals in the sample
perceive the elements in question.

In each case, a score

of 1 represented the maximum (Yes, Great need, etc.) and a
score of 4 represented the minimum (No, No need, etc.).

The

mean score for these items provided an index of the extent
to which principals perceive these elements.
It is recognized that specificity with respect to
the differences that may or may not exist between the two
groups of principals are not revealed by grouping the items
in this manner.

However, testing the significance of the

difference between the composite mean scores for the principals in high achieving districts and low achieving districts does indicate whether or not a difference exists
between the two groups, thereby establishing the basis for
accepting or rejecting this hypothesis.
Research Question 3
The third research question was:
What differences exist between principals in high
achieving school districts and low achieving school
districts relative to their perceptions of: (1) the need
for principal inservice training;
(2) the basis and
extent of their participation in principal inservice
programs; (3) the nature of district involvement in
staff development for principals; and (4) the effectiveness of p~incipal inservice formats?
Method.

Items on the Phase Two (principals') survey

relating to these topics were selected.

Each item asked

the respondent to indicate for each of several related
components:

(1) the degree of need;

(2) the frequency of
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occurrence;

(3) the degree to which each applies; or (4)

the

degree of effectiveness.
The answer to this research question was determined
through an item analysis of each of the components relating
to each of the survey questions.

For example, question 18

on the survey asked: "To what extent are the following
groups involved in planning the principal inservice programs
in your district?"

Respondents rated the following four

components relative to this question using the five-point
scale (.Much, Some, Little, None, Undecided):
a.

Principals

b.

District administrators

c.

District resource personnel

d.

Outside consultants

The response to each of the components was converted
to a numerical score as follows:
1.

Much, More than adequately, Often, and Yes = 1.

2.

Some, Adequately, Occasionally, and No = 2.

3.

Little, Less than Adequately, and Seldom = 3.

4.

None, Not at all, and Never = 4.

5 •.

For item 9: Regularly = 1; Frequently = 2;

Occasionally = 3; Seldom= 4; Never= 5.
6.

The "Undecided" response was not assigned a

value and was not included in the statistical calculations.
However, the frequency of the "Undecided" response was
reported and discussed in the findings.
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The mean score for each of the components relating
to each survey question was computed for the principals in
the high achieving districts and for the low achieving
districts.

The t-test was used to determine if the differ-

ence between the group mean score for each component was
significant at the .05 level of confidence.
Source of the Data.

The data required to answer

this research question were obtained from the following
66 items on the Phase Two (principals') survey:
1.

Items relating to the need for principal

inservice.
Question

2.

Components

6

none

7

a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h

8

none

Items relating to participation in principal

inservice.
Question
9

Components
none

10

a,b,c,d,e

11

a,b,c,d,e

12

a,b,c,d,e,f,g

13

none

14

none

15

a,b,c,d
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3.

Items relating to district involvement in princi-

pal inservice training.
Question

4.

Components

16

none

17

a,b,c,d

18

a,b,c,d

19

a,b,c,d,e,f,g

Items relating to the effectiveness of princi-

pal inservice training.
Question

Components

20

none

21

a,b,c,d,e,f,g

22

a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h

Interpretation.

The mean scores and the difference

between the means for the principals in the high achieving
and low achieving districts were presented and discussed
relative to each survey question.

This procedure provided

for the identification of specific components where the two
groups of principals differed significantly.
Research Question 4
The fourth research question was:
What relationships exist between (1) the principals'
perceptions of inservice needs, inservice participaand effectiveness of inservice formats and (2) the
pupil achievement level of the district?
Method.

The answer to this research question was

determined by computing the point-biserial correlation
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coefficient for selected items on the Phase Two (principals')
survey.

As indicated in the method used for research ques-

tion 2, the point-biserial correlation is a form of the
Pearson product-moment correlation between one continuous
variable and another continuous variable which is being
treated as a dichotomy.

In this case, the continuous

variable is represented by the respondent's score for each
component and the dichotomous variable is represented by
the high and low district achievement levels.

The high

achievement districts were assigned a value of 1 and the
low achievement districts were assigned a value of 0.
Source of the Data.

The data required to answer

this research question were obtained from the following
66 items on the Phase Two (principals') survey:
Question

Components

6

none

7

a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h

8

none

9

none

10

a,b,c,d,e

11

a,b,c,d,e

12

a,b,c,d,e,f,g

13

none

14

none

15

a,b,c,d

16

none

17

a,b,c,d

18

a,b,c,d

19

a,b,c,d,e,f,g

20

none
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Question

Components

21

a,b,c,d,e,f,g

22

a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h

Interpretation.

The rationale for the use of and

the interpretation of the point-biserial correlation coefficient was indicated in the discussion of research question 2.

This statistic provided the basis for determining

the strength of relationship between the principals'
responses to each of the survey items and the achievement
level of the school district.
Third Hypothesis
The third hypothesis was:
There is a difference between high achieving and
low achieving school districts with respect to the
relationship between district level perceptions and
principals' perceptions of: (1) the need for principal
inservice training and (2) the impact of principal
inservice participation on the improvement of instruction
in the school.
Method.

This hypothesis was tested in two parts:

(1) the need for principal inservice and (2) the impact of
principal inservice on the improvement of instruction.
Matched items on the superintendents' survey and the
principals' survey were selected.

The Pearson product-

moment correlation Cr) between the superintendents'
responses and the principals' responses for the high achieving districts was computed.

Similarly, the correlation

between the superintendents' responses and the principals'·
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responses was computed for the low achieving districts.
Both of the correlation coefficients were tested for significance at the .05 level of confidence using the Table for
Critical Values of r. 20
The Pearson product-moment correlation represents
"the extent to which the same individuals or events occupy
the same relative position on two variables."

21

Because

the formula deals with pairs of scores and because the number of principals in the sample far exceeded the number of
superintendents in the sample, the following procedure was
used to obtain the pairs of scores for computing the correlation coefficients.
The response of each principal was paired with the
response of his/her superintendent (or the central office
administrator completing the survey).

Conceptually, there-

fore, the pairing of scores for the high achieving districts would appear as follows:
Item: Need for principal inservice
X

y

superi-ntendent A

principal A 1

superintendent A

principal A 2

superintendent A

principal A 3

20
21

Hopkins and Glass, p,. 409.

Audrey Haber and Richard P. Runyon, General Statistics (2d ed.; Menlo Park, California: Addison Wesley
Publishing Company, 1973), p. 125.
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superintendent B

principal B 1

superintendent B

principal B 2

superintendent

c

principal

c

1

superintendent

c

principal

c

2

superintendent

c

principal

c

3

In this model, the correlation between X and Y
with respect to the need for principal inservice training
was computed using eight pairs of scores.

This procedure

was duplicated for the superintendent/principal responses
in the low achieving districts.

The values assigned to

the responses were the same as those used for research
questions 1 and 3.
Source of the Data.

The data required to test this

hypothesis were obtained from the following items on the
Phase One (superintendents') survey and the Phase Two
(.principals' l survey:
1.

2.

Need for principal inservice training.
a.

Superintendents'· survey:

b.

Principals' survey:

Item 1

Item 6

.Impact of principal inservice participation on

the improvement of instruction in the school.
a.

Superintendents•· survey:

b.

Principals' survey:

Interpretation..

Item 19

Item 20

The correlation coefficient is a

mathematical representation of the degree of relationship
between two variables or the degree to which two variables
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correspond.

A significant r a t the .05 level of confidence

suggests that there is a relationship between the two
variables and that the obtained coefficient was not as
the result of chance.
The basis for accepting or rejecting this hypothesis, in part or in total, was the comparison of the
magnitude of r for the high achieving districts and the
magnitude of r for the low achieving districts.
hypothesis was rejected

if

The

neither r was significant at

the .05 level of confidence.
Research Question 5
The fifth research question was:
In the high and low achieving school .districts, to
what degree do the principals' perceptions of: (1)
their inservice needs; (2) the practices employed to
meet those needs; (.3) the effectiveness of various
inservice formats; and (4) the basis for the evaluation
of the principals' job performance correspond to the
practices and effectiveness judgements indicated by
their respective superintendents (or the c1=ntral office
administrator completing the survey)?
Method.

The answer to this research question was

determined by computing the Pearson product-moment correlation (r) between the superintendents' responses and the
principals' responses for Cll the high achieving districts
and (.2) the low achieving districts.

A correlation coef-

ficient was computed for each component of the matched
items on each of the surveys.

The significance of each r

was determined by the Table for Critical Values of r at the

12 9
. 05 1eve 1 o f con f l 'd ence. 22

The significance of the rela-

tionships were discussed in the findings relative to each
of the survey questions.
Source of the Data.

The data required to answer

this research question were obtained from the following
items on the Phase One (superintendents') survey and the
Phase Two (principals') survey:
Superintendents' survey

Principals' survey

3 a,b,c,d,e,f,g

19 a,b,c,d,e,f,g

7 a,b,c,d

17 a,b,c,d

8 a,b,c,d

18 a,b,c,d

11 a,b,c,d,e,f,g

7 a,b,c,d,e,f,g

12 a,b,c,d,e,f,g

12 a,b,c,d,e,f,g

13 a,b,c,d,e,f,g

22 a,b,c,d,e,f,g

14 a,b,c,d,e,f,g

21 a,b,c,d,e,f,g

22 a,b,c

23 a,b,c

Interpretation.

For each matched question, the

superintendent and the principal.responded to the same
components.

The nature of the question, however, reflected

the perspective of the respondent as illustrated in the
following example.
Superintendents' survey, item 11:
To what extent do the inservice training programs
for your principals focus on the following competency areas?
(Scale: MUCH, SOME, LITTLE, NONE)
22

Hopkins and Glass, p. 409.
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a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

Management skills
Leadership skills
Instructional supervision skills
Research and evaluation skills
Human relations/communication skills
Political/cultural awareness skills
Personal development (e.g., time and stress
management)

Principals' survey, item 7
To what extent do you feel the need for additional
inservice training in each of the following skill
areas in order to increase your effectiveness as
the site administrator?
(Scale: MUCH,SOME, LITTLE,
NONE, UNDECIDED)
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
·f.
g.

Management skills
Leadership skills
Instructional supervision skills
Research and evaluation skills
Human relations/communication skills
Political/cultural awareness skills
Personal development (e.g., time and stress
management)

Using this example 1 the correlation coefficient for
each of the components provided an index of the degree to
which the principals' assessment of their inservice needs
corresponds to the superintendents' perception of the focus
of their inservice activities.
The correlation coefficients did not imply, nor did
the investigator infer, a causal relationship between the
variables.

The correlation coefficient did, however, indi-

cate the magnitude of relationship or the degree of correspondence between the principals' perceptions and those of
their superintendents with respect to a number of components
relating to principal inservice training.

Of particular

interest to this study were the components reflecting
significant positive and negative correlations (i.e.,
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components for which superintendents' perceptions and
those of their principals showed either a high correspondence or an inverse relationship).

The magnitude of these

relationships and their identification with the achievement
level of the districts were reported and discussed in the
findings presented in Chapter 4.
Demographic Information
Each survey contained certain items designed to
obtain further information regarding the nature of the
sample.

The superintendents' survey included fill-in items

asking the respondent to indicate:
J
j

'

district general fund budget;

(1) position title;

(2)

(3) district A.D.A.; and (4)

the number of elementary school sites in the district.
The principals' survey included five multiple choice items
in which the respondent was asked to indicate:
he/she has served as a principal;

how long

(2) how long he/she has

served as principal at his/her present site;
advanced degree held;

(1)

(3) the most

(4) the administrative credentials

held; and (5) classification of his/her school (rural,
suburban, urban).
The purpose of this information was to provide a
more detailed description of the configuration and char-·
acteristics of the group of respondents.

These data were

tabulated and reported as frequencies and percentages.

132
Summary
As indicated in Chapter 1, the central purpose of
this causal-comparative investigation was to determine the
relationships between the current practices employed by
California school districts to provide continuing professional development for their principals and student academic
achievement.
Among all of the public school districts in California, two extreme groups were identified; those designated
as high achieving and those designated as low achieving.
All superintendents in those districts and a systematically
selected sample of principals from those districts were
surveyed by mail to determine their perceptions and
assessments concerning a number of components relating to
principal inservice.

The nature of the components in

question reflect the recommendations set forth in the
Mangers Report and research validated criteria for effective
inservice programs.
The treatment of the data involved t-tests and
point-biserial correlation coefficients for each of the
components to reveal the differences between and the magnitude of the relationships between the high achieving and
low achieving districts with respect to (_1) the superintendents •·· responses and (.2) the principals··· responses.
Further, the Pearson product-moment correlation was used to
determine the degree of relationship between the principals'
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responses and those of the superintendents in the high
achieving districts and in the low achieving districts.
significance of each statistic was determined at the .05
level of confidence.
The findings are displayed and discussed in
Chapter 4.

The discussion of the findings was organized

by topic under each of the three hypotheses and five
research questions.

The

Chapter 4
FINDINGS
The purpose of this chapter is to present an analysis
of the responses of the participants in the study.

The

statistical methods described in Chapter 3 were applied to
the survey data and tables were developed to assist in
reporting and interpreting the results.

The results are

reported and discussed with respect to the three hypotheses
and five research questions.
The first section of the chapter is devoted to the
description of the participants in the study, those members
of the samples who responded to the surveys.

This description

includes both the return rate of the surveys and the characteristics of the group of participants based on the demographic items in the surveys.
Participants in the Study
The participants in this study consisted of the
superintendents Cor central office administrators) who
responded to the Phase One survey and the principals who
responded to the Phase Two survey.

The specifications for

the sample used in each phase of the investigation were
described in the preceding chapter.
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Phase One
The Phase One (superintendents' survey) was mailed
to the 81 district superintendents in the sample; those in
each of the 40 high achieving districts and the 41 low
achieving districts.
was

returned.

A total of 65 surveys (80 percent)

In view of this rate of return, follow-up

methods beyond the single follow-up mailing were not used.
Further, the question of sampling bias which could result
from an excessive number of nonrespondents did not appear
to be a threat to the results of this study.

According to

Borg and Gall, this question becomes critical if more than

.
.
1
20 percent o f t h e surveys are m1ss1ng.
Of the total number of surveys returned, 59 (73 percent) contained responses which provided the data for analysis.

The return rate for each group of districts was as

follows.
High achieving districts..

Thirty-four (.85 percent)

of the 40 surveys sent to the high achieving districts were
returned, 31 (.77 percent) of which contained responses.
Three of the surveys were returned with no responses to the
i terns..

The following reasons were indicated:
1.

"Unable to respond."

2.

"Do not wish to participate in this study."

3.

The superintendent to whom the survey was

addressed was no longer employed by the district.
1walter R. Borg and Meredith Damien Gall, Educational

Research: An Introduction (New York: Longman, 1979), p. 308.
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Low achieving districts.

Thirty-one (76 percent) of

the 41 surveys sent to the low achieving districts were
returned, 28

(68 percent ) of which contained responses.

Three surveys were returned with no responses to the items.
The following reasons were indicated:
1.

The superintendent and administrators eligible

to respond to the survey were not on duty during July.
2.

District participation in research studies must

be approved by the District Research and Evaluation Committee.
The committee had concluded its work for the year and was
not in session.
3.

"Due to cuts in staff, the district is not able

to participate in surveys."
Although the survey was sent to the superintendent of
each district, it was acceptable for a central office administrator other than the superintendent having supervisory
responsibility for elementary principals to complete the
survey.

Table 5, therefore, indicates the number and percent

of the participants by position title.
Phase Two
The Phase TWo survey was mailed to the 192 elementary
principals in the sample; 103 of which were in the high
achieving districts and 89 of which were in the low achieving
districts.

A total of 150 surveys (79 percent) was returned.

According to Borg, if the non-responding group is
greater than 20 percent of the sample the results could be
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Table 5
Position Title of District Level Participants:
Number and Percent of Respondents by District
Achievement Categories and Total Group

High
Districts

Low
Districts

Position Title

N

Superintendent

19

61.3

18

Associate
Superintendent

3

9.7

0

0

Assistant
Superintendent

6

19.3

6

Coordinator
Educational Services

1

3.2

Director,
Elementary Education

1

Coordinator
Staff Development

Percent

N

Total

Percent

N

Percent

37

62.7

3

5.1

21.4

12

20.3

0

0

1

1.7

3.2

1

3.6

2

3.4

1

3.2

0

0

1

1.7

Director
Instructional Services

0

0

2

7.1

2

3.4

Administrative
Assistant

0

0

1

3.6

1

1.7

100.0

28

100.0

59

100.0

Total

31

affected by sampling bias.

2

64.3

To reduce this possibility, four

non-responding principals (.two from the high achieving districts and two from the low achieving districts) were
selected randomly and contacted by telephone.

In three of

the cases, the principals indicated that they were too busy
to respond.

In the fourth case, the principal indicated that

2 Borg and Gall, p. 308.
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he had not seen the survey.

As a result of these contacts,

80 percent of the surveys was returned or accounted for.
Of the 150 surveys returned, 143 (75 percent) contained responses which provided the data for analysis.

The

return rate of the principals for each group of dist:t.icts
was as follows.
High achieving districts.

Eighty-one (79 percent) of

the 103 surveys sent to the principals in the high achieving
districts were returned, 76 (74 percent) of which contained
responses.

Five of the surveys were returned with no

responses to the items for the following reasons:
1.

Four (4) were returned unopened by the postal

service due to the closing of the school and the expiration
of the forwarding order.
2.

One Cll was returned with the principal'· s comment,

"Too much paper work .. "
Low achieving districts.

Sixty-nine (78 percent) of

the 89 surveys sent to the principals in the low achieving
districts were returned, 67 (75 percent) of which contained
responses.

For each of the two (2) surveys returned with no

responses to the items, the principal commented, "Do not wish
to respond .. "
Characteristics of the participants.

The princi-

pals' survey included five items of a demographic nature
designed to provide descriptive information regarding the
characteristics of the participants in the study.
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The responses to the items are reported as frequencies and
percentages for the high achieving districts and the low
i.

achieving districts.
The first item asked principals: "How long have you
served as an elementary principal?"

The responses of the

participants are indicated in Table 6.
Table 6
Length of Service as an Elementary Principal: Number
and Percent of Respondents by District Achievement
Category and Total Group

High
Districts
Percent

Low.
Districts
N

Percent

Total
N

Percent

Length of Service

N

Less than 1 year

4

5.3

3

4.5

7

4.9

1 to 3 years

7

9.3

7

10.4

14

9.9

4 to 6 years

7

9.3

20

29.8

27

19.0

7 to 10 years

13

17.3

12

17 .. 9

25

17.6

More than 10 years

44

58.6

25

37 .. 3

69

48.6

Total

75

100.0

67

100.0

142

100.0

The reader will observe that, in both the high
achieving districts and the low achieving districts, the proportion of the participants having served as principal at
least four years is the same.

Sixty-four (85 percent) of the

participants from the high achieving districts and 57 {_85
percentl of the participants in the low achieving districts
appeared in the bottom three categories (i.e., 4 to 6 years,
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7 to 10 years and More than 10 years).
The second item asked principals:· "How long have you
served as principal at your present site?"

The responses of

the participants are indicated in Table 7.
Table 7
Principals' Length of Service at Present Site:
Number and Percent of Respondents by District
Achievement Category and Total Group

Length of Service
at Present Site

High
Districts
N

Percent

Low
Districts
N

Percent

Total
N

Percent

Less than 1 year

11

14.7

13

19.4

24

16.9

1 to 3 years

25

33.3

17

25.4

42

29.6

4 to 6 years

25

33.3

26

38.8

51

35.9

7 to 10 years

6

8.0

6

8.9

12

8.4

More than 10 years

8

10.7

5

7. 5

13

9.2

75

100.0

67

100.0

142

100.0

Total

Again, the reader will observe that the proportion of
the participants having served as principal at their present
locations for at least four years is similar in both the high
achieving and the low achieving districts.

Thirty-nine C52

percentl of the respondents from the high achieving districts
and 37 C55 percent) of the respondents from the low achieving
districts appeared in the bottom three categories

6 years, 7 to 10 years and More than 10 years).

(i.e., 4 to
Similarly,

18.7 percent of the principals from the high achieving

141
districts and 16.4 percent of the principals from .the low
achieving districts reported serving at their present schools
at least seven years.
The third item asked principals: "What is your most
advanced college or university degree?"

The responses of the

participants are indicated in Table 8.
Table 8
Most Advanced Degree Held by Principals: Number
and Percent of Respondents by District
Achievement Category and Total Group

High
Districts

Low
Districts

Degree

N

N

BA or BS

4

5.4

2

3.0

6

4.3

MA or MS

57

77 .. 0

56

84.8

113

80.7

EdD or PhD

12

16.2

8

12.1

20

14.3

1

1.4

0

0

1

.7

74

100.0

66

140

100.0

Doctor of
Jurisprudence
Total

Percent

Percent

100.0

Total
N

Percent

It would appear that a somewhat greater proportion of
the respondents in the low achieving districts hold a master's
degree than in the high achieving districts, and that the
proportion of those with a doctorate is somewhat greater in
the high achieving districts.

However, the proportion of the

respondents holding a master's degree and/or a doctorate was
approximately the same in both groups: high districts, 94.6
percent; low districts, 96.7 percent.
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The fourth item asked principals: "Which of the
following administrative credentials do you hold?"

Because

of the likelihood of principals holding more than one
credential, multiple responses were possible for this item.
The responses of the participants are p·resented in Table 9.
An observation worthy of a.ttention .is that the proportion of the respondents holding a pre-Fisher Bill credential (.either solely or in combination with another credentiall was greater in the high achieving districts (59
percent compared to 46 percent).

On the other hand, the

proportion of the respondents holding a

po~t-Fisher

Bill

(Ryanl credential was greater in the low achieving districts
(.34 percent compared to 24 percent) ..

There is some sug-

gestion, therefore, that the principals (as a group) in the
low achieving districts may have completed their pre-service
preparation more recently than those in the high achieving
districts.
The fifth item asked principals: "How would you
classify your school?"

Principals selected one of three

classifications; rural, suburban, urban.

The responses of

the participants are indicated in Table 10.
The proportion of the responding principals who
indicated a rural setting for their schools was considerably
greater in the low achieving districts than in the high
achieving districts.

It must be recognized, however, that no

criteria or definitions for the three classifications were
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Table 9
Credentials Held by Principals: Number and Percent
of Respondents by District Achievement
Category and Total Group

Credential(s)
a.

Elementary Administrative (preFisher

High
Districts

Low
Districts

N 'Percent

N

Percent

Total
N

Percent

23

30.7

12

18.5

35

25.0

General Administrative (preFisher)

7

9.3

10

15.4

17

12.1

General Administrative (Fisher
Bill)

1

1.3

3

4.6

4

2.9

Administrative
Services Credential (Ryan)

12

16.0

15

23.1

27

19.3

Administrative
Services Credential by examination (Ryan)

3

4.0

4

6.2

7

5.0

12

16.0

6

9.2

18

12.9

Both a and c

1

1.3

1

1.5

2

1.4

Both a and d

1

1.3

1

1.5

2

1.4

Both b and c

3

4.0

1

1.5

4

2.9

Both b and d

2

2.7

0

0

2

1.4

Both c and d

1

1.3

0

0

1

.7

Both a and e

5

6.7

4

6.2

9

6.4

Both b and e

0

0

1

1.5

1

.7

Both c and e

1

1.3

4

6.2

5

3.6

Both d and e

3

4.0

3

4.6

6

4.3

75

100.0

65

100.0

140

100.0

b.

c.

d.

e.

Both a and b'

Total

144
provided on the survey.

The responses, therefore,. ·were based

on the respondents' own interpretations of the terms.
Table 10
Classification of Schools: Number and Percent of
Respondents by District Achievement
Category and Total Group

High
Districts

Low
Districts

Total

Classification

N

Rural

5

7.8

13

23.2

18

15.0

Suburban

41

64.1

32

57.1

73

60.8

Urban

18

28.1

11

19.6

29

24.2

Total

64

100.0

56

100.0

120

100.0

Percent

N

Percent

N

Percent

Summary
The central purpose of this investigation was to
determine the relationships that exist between district
practices and perceptions concerning inservice training for
principals and pupil achievement.

It is essential, there-

fore, to describe the general characteristics of the participants in the study in order to provide a context for interpreting the results.

The demographic items were intended

for descriptive purposes only and were not considered or
treated as variables in this investigation.

However, the

profiles of the two groups of participants (high achieving
and low achieving) based on several demographic factors does
provide some insight into inherent similarities and
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differences between the groups.

Indeed,- great disparity-

between the groups demographically raises a question as to
the impact of those factors on the results.

The following

summary of the major characteristics of the participants,
therefore, will be useful in the interpretation of the
findings.
Phase One.
was returned.

Eighty percent of the Phase one surveys

The total of 59 surveys containing responses

was closely divided between the high achieving districts
(N

=

31) and the low achieving districts (N

=

28).

In both

the high achieving and the low achieving districts, approximately 60 percent of the respondents were superintendents
and 20 percent were assistant superintendents.

Information

regarding the size and locations of the sample districts
was provided in Chapter 3.
Phase Two.

Eighty percent of the Phase Two surveys

was either returned or accounted for.

The proportion of

surveys containing responses from each group of districts
was approximately the same: high achieving districts, 74
percent; low achieving districts, 75 percent.
The number of years the participant has served as an
elementary principal was examined.

It would appear that a

greater proportion of the responding principals has served
ten years or more in the high achieving districts than in
the low achieving districts (58.6 percent compared to 37.3
percent).

The proportion of the responding principals
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having served from four-to six years was greater in the J:-ow
achieving districts than in the high achieving districts
(29.8 percent compared to 9.3 percent).

However, in both

the high achieving and the low achieving districts, 85 percent of the principals has served in that capacity for at
least four years.
A related factor, the number of years the principal
has served at his/her present site, was also examined.

The

proportion of the responding principals having served at
their present sites four years or more was approximately the
same for both groups; high achieving districts, 52 percent;
low achieving districts, 55 percent.
The extent to which the two groups of participants
are similar with respect to these two factors is of importance to this study for two reasons.

First, the amount of

experience one has had as a principal could have an impact
on his/her perceived need for inservice and/or perceptions
regarding principal inservice.

Second, it is conceivable

that the impact of the principal's leadership on the nature
and outcomes of the instructional program of the school may
be related to his/her length of service at the school.
The educational level of the participants was
examined.

In both the high achieving districts and the low

achieving districts, a majority of.the responding principals
hold masters degrees; although the proportion was greater in
the low achieving districts (84.8 percent compared to 77
percent).

The two groups were similar, however, in terms of
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the proportion of the respondents who hold a master's deqree
and/or a doctorate: high districts, 94.6 percent; low districts, 96.7 percent.
With respect to the credentials held by the responding principals, three observations are worthy of comment. _
First, the propo.rtion of the principals holding pre-Fisher
Bill credentials was greater in the high achieving districts
than in the low achieving districts (59 percent compared to
46 percent).

Second, 39.7 percent of the responding princi-

pals in the high achieving districts and 32.3 percent of
those in the low achieving districts reported holding two
credentials; none indicated holding more than two.

Of those

holding two credentials, however, the proportion of principals for whom the second credential was obtained by examination (Ryan) was greater in the low achieving districts than
in the high achieving districts (18.5 percent compared to
12 percent).

Third, the proportion of the principals

credentialed by examination only was similar in both groups
of districts (4 percent compared to 6.2 percent).
In that the credentials held by the principals was
not a variable in this study, the presentation of an in depth
analysis concerning the nature of and the changes in credential requirements is beyond the scope of this discussion.
It should be recognized, however, that the administrative
credential structure in California has undergone several
changes in the past fifteen years and that both the nature of
the principal's pre-service training and the time at which it
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was completed could have an impact on his/her perceived need
for inservice and/or perceptions concerning inservice
training.
The final demographic factor examined was the principals' classification of the school setting: rural, suburban,
or urban.

It was on this factor, perhaps, that the greatest

difference between the groups was observed.

The proportion

of principals reporting a rural setting for their schools
was greater in the low achieving districts than in the high
achieving districts (23.2 percent compared to 7.8 percent);
whereas, the proportion of the principals reporting an urban
setting for their schools was greater in the high achieving
districts than in the low achieving districts (28.1 percent
compared to 19.6 percent).

In both groups, however, the

majority of principals reported a suburban setting for their
schools.
A review of these descriptive data suggest.that the
participants from the two groups of districts comprising the
independent variables for this investigation (high achieving
and low achieving) are more similar than dissimilar with
respect to several factors which could affect their comparability on the dependent variables (e.g., rate of response,
who responded, and the experience and educational background of the respondents).

The remainder of the chapter is

devoted to the analysis of the response data relative to the
dependent variables for this investigation.
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First Hypothesis
The first hypothesis pertained to Phase One of the
investigation.

Restated, it was:

There is a difference between the high achieving
and low achieving school districts in California with
respect to the policies and practices employed to
provide inservice training for elementary principals
relative to the recommendations from the Mangers
Report and research validated characteristics of
effective inservice programs.
This hypothesis was tested by comparing the composite
mean scores for the two groups on sixteen items relating to
Mangers Report recommendations and effective inservice
characteristics.

District level responses to these items

encompassed the following specific components:
1.

Mangers Report recommendations:
a.

Has the district set specific goals for

principal inservice training?
b.

Are there written board policies and/or

administrative rules and regulations pertaining to
principal inservice?
c.

To what degree is the content of principal

inservice based on the individual needs of each principal?
d.

How much importance is placed on continuity

Con-going throughout the yearl in selecting or designing
principal inservice programs?
e.

To what extent do district administrators

encourage and direct principals to participate in
inservice programs?
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2.

Characteristics of effective inservice programs:
a.

Has a needs assessment relative to principal

inservice training been conducted?
b.

To what degree do principals influence

district priorities for principal inservice training?
c.

To what degree are principals involved in

planning principal inservice programs?
d.

How often is inservice training presented

by principals?
e.

How much importance is placed on various

characteristics of effective inservice programs in district decisions concerning the selection or implementaj

tion of principal inservice programs?
Based on the composite mean scores for the 16 items,
there was found to be no significant difference between the
high achieving and low achieving districts.
therefore, must be rejected.

This hypothesis,

As indicated in Table 11, the

means for the two groups of respondents were, in fact, nearly
identical.
Research Questions 1 and 2
Research questions 1 and 2 pertained to Phase One of
this investigation.

The findings and discussion relative to

these questions will be presented concurrently.
Research Question 1 was:
What differences exist in the manner in which high
achieving districts and low achieving districts currently address and support continuing professional
development for their principals?
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Table 11
Central Office Administrators' Responses to Items
Pertaining to Implementation of Mangers Report
Recommendations and Effective Inservice
Practices: High and Low District Means,
Standard Deviations and t-value

Description

High Districts
N

Low Districts

Mean

S.D.

N

27.393

4.638

26

Mean

t*

S.D.

Composite score for
items indicating
implementation of
Mangers Report recommendations and
effective inservice
practices

*p

28

27.154

5.753

. 17

> .05.
Research Question 2 was:
What relationships exist between (1) the school district's continuing professional development priorities
and practices for its principals and (2) the pupil achievement level of the district?
The answers to these questions are provided by corn-

paring the mean responses from the high achieving and low
achieving districts for each of the related components using
t-tests and point-biserial correlations.

The findings are

presented and discussed as they relate to the following topics:
(1) planning for principal inservice;
inservice;

(2) content of principal

(3) format of principal inservice;

(4) principal

involvement in inservice; and (5) evaluation of principal
inservice.
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Planning for Principal Inservice
Superintendents were asked to indicate for their
districts whether or not:
conducted;

(1) a needs assessment had been

(2) there has been long range planning pertaining

to principal inservice;

(3) specific goals pertaining to

principal inservice have been set; and (4) specific personnel have been assigned to plan and implement principal
inservice programs.

The response data relative to these

planning measures are presented in Table 12.
computed from "yes/no" responses where yes

=

The means were
1 and no

=

2.

Table 12
District Measures Pertaining to Planning for
Principal Inservice Training: High and Low
District Means, Standard Deviations, tvalues and Point-biserial Correlations

Measures

High Districts
N

Low Districts

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

t*

r p b'l.S **

S.D.

Conducted a
needs assessment

31

1. 484

.508

28

1.286

.460

1.56

.203

Engaged in long
range planning

31

1.452

.506

28

1.286

.460

1. 31

.171

Set. specific
goals

31

1. 419

.502

28

1.214

.418

1. 70

.219

31

1. 258

.445

I 28

1.214

.418

. 39

.051

Assigned specific
personnel to plan
and implement
principal inservice programs

*p

>.05.

**p ) . OS.
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The data indicated no significant differences between
the high achieving and the low achieving districts with
respect to the number indicating that these planning measures
have been taken.

Likewise, the correlation coefficients

indicating the strength of the relationship between the
responses and the achievement level of the districts were
not significant.
Superintendents were asked to indicate whether or
not written Board policies and/or administrative rules and
regulations pertaining to principal inservice exist in their
districts.

Those indicating an affirmative response were,

further, asked to indicate the nature of their policies.
The response data for these questions are displayed in
Table 13.
where yes

The means were computed from "yes/no" responses

=

1 and no

=

2.

The data indicated no significant difference between
the high and low achieving districts with respect to the
existence of written Board policies and/or administrative
rules and regulations pertaining to principal inservice.

In

fact, only ten respondents {_six in the high districts and
four in the low districts) indicated having written policies.
Of those, all indicated that their policies stress the value
of professional development. for principals and encourage
participation in principal inservice.

None of the six high

district respondents and two of the four low district
respondents indicated that their policies stipulate requirements regarding principal inservice.

All six of the high

Table 13
Presence and Nature of Written Board Policies and/or
Administrative Rules and Regulations Pertaining to
Principal Inservice: High and Low District Means,
t-values and Point-biserial Correlations

Component

High Districts

Low Districts

t*

r p b"l.S **

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

30

1.800

.407

28

1.857

.356

• 57

-.076

Stipulate requirements regarding
principal inservice

6

2.000

.000

4

1.500

.577

2.19

.612

Stress the value of continuing professional development for principals

6

1.000

. 000

4

1. 000

.000

0.00

--

inservice

6

1.000

.000

4

1.000

.000

0.00

--

Address the procedures for approval
and/or funding for conference or
other program attendance

6

1.000

.000

4

1.250

.500

1.26

-.408

Existence of Written Board policies and/
or administrative rules and regulations
(Yes = 1, No = 2)
Nature of the policies and/or rules and
regulations (N = those responding
"Yes" to above)

Encourage participation in principal

.

*P

) • OS.

**

p

>.05.
1-'

...
Ln
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school district respondents and three of the four low district
respondents indicated that their policies address procedures
for obtaining approval for conference attendance.
Superintendents were asked to indicate the extent to
which four procedures were used to determine dis.trict
priorities for principal inservice;

(1) needs assessment;

(2) formal survey of principals regarding their inservice
needs;

(3) informal appraisal of principals' training needs

by district administrators' and (4) each principal determines
his/her own training needs and priorities.

The responses

were based on a 1 to 4 scale (much, some, little, nc;me).
The response data are presented in Table 14.
The data indicated no significant differences
between the high and low achieving districts regarding the
extent to which these procedures are used.

Neither are the

correlations between the use of these procedures and the
achiev~ment

level of the district significant.

No addi-

tional procedures were noted by the respondents in the
"other" category provided on the instrument.
Superintendents were asked to indicate the impact of
the following external factors in the determination of
district priorities for principal inservice training:
legislation;

( 2) court decisions;

collective bargaining;

( 3) public press;

(5) governing board;

Cl)

(_4)

(6) parents;

(7) professional literature; and (8) professional organizations.

The responses were based on a 1 to 4 scale (much,
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Table 14
Procedures Used to Determine District Priorities
for Principal Inservice Training: High and
Low District Means, Standard Deviations,
t-values and Point-biserial Correlations

Procedures

High Districts

Low Districts

t*

rpbis **

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D .

30

2.133

. 776

28

2.250

.701

.60

-.015

30

2.200

1.095

26

2.115

1.071

.29

.040

Informal appraisal
of the training
needs of principals by dist):'ict
administrators

30

1.600

. 621

26

1.577

.758

.13

. 017

Each principal
determines his/her
own training needs

30

1.900

.759

26

1. 730

.667

. 88

Needs assessment
procedures relative
to district goals
Formal 1;urvey of
principals regarding their inservice
needs

*p
**p

)

• 05.

)

• OS.

.119
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some, little,. none).

The response .data are -presented- in- -

Table 15.
Table 15
Impact of External Factors on District Priorities
for Principal Inservice Training: High and Low
District Means, Standard Deviations, t-values
and Point-biserial Correlations

External Factors

High Districts
N

J

-Mean

Low Districts

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

t*

r

pbis

Legislation

30

2.067

.828

28

2.036

.838

.14

.019

Court decisions

30

2.367

.890

27

2.296

.775

. 32

.043

Pub lie press

30

2.900

.845

27

2.741

.712

. 76

.103

Collective bargaining

30

2.167

.913

28

2. 286

.976

.48 -.064

Governing board

30

1. 800

.714

28

1. 571

.690 1. 24

Parents

30

2.367

. 556

27

2.370

.926

.02 -.002

Professional
literature

30

2. 000

.695

28

2.107

.629

. 61 -.082

Professional
organizations

30

2.133

. 776

28

2.500

.701

.60 -.080

*p
**

p

>
>

.163

• OS.

• 0 5.

The data indicated no significant differences between
the high and low achieving districts with respect to the
impact of these factors on the determination of district
priorities for principal inservice.

Likewise, the correla-

tions between the impact of these factors and district
achievement level were not significant.
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Superintendents were asked to indicate. the degree of
influence of the following personnel groups on the determination of district priori ties for principal inservice:
district administrators;

(2) principals;

Cl)

(3) district

resource personnel; and (4) outside consultants.

The

responses were based on a 1 to 4 scale (.much, some, little,
none).

The response data are displayed in Table 16.
Table 16

Influence of Personnel Groups in Determining District
Priorities for Principal Inservice Training: High
and Low District Means, Standard Deviations,
t-values and Point-biserial Correlations

Personnel Groups

High Districts
N

t*

Low Districts

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

r p b.lS **

District
administrators

30

l. 300

.466

28

1.393

.685

.61

-.081

Principals

30

1.133

.346

28

1.214

.499

.72

-.096

District resource
personnel

29

2.517

1.022

25

2.360

.810

• 62

.086

Outside consultants

29

3.069

.799

28

2.893

.875

.79

.106

*p) • 05.
**p> . 05.

The data indicated no significant differences
between the high and low achieving districts with respect to
the influence of the personnel groups on district priorities
for principal inservice.

No significant relationships were

indicated among the correlations between personnel group
influence and district achievement level.

I

I
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Another item somewhat related, superintendents were
asked to indicate the degree of involvement of the following
personnel groups in planning principal inservice programs:
ClJ district administrators; (2) principals; (3) district
resource personnel; and (4) outside consultants.

Responses·

were based on a 1 to 4 scale (much, some, little, none).
The response data are presented in Table 17.
Table 17
Involvement of Personnel Groups in Planning
Inservice Programs for Principals: High
and Low District Means, Standard Deviations, t-values and Point-biserial
Correlations

Personnel Groups

High Districts

Low Districts

t

rpbis **

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

District administrators

30

1. 233

.430

26

1.385

.697

.99

-.134

Principals

30

1.100

.305

26

1.385

.697

2.03

-. 266

District resource
personnel

29

2.345

1.203

24

2.500

.944

• 31

-.044

Outside consultants

30

3.233

• 679

26

2.885

1. 033

1.51

.202

-

*p ( • OS.
**p > .05.
A significant difference between the high and low
achieving districts relative to the degree that principals
are involved in planning inservice programs was indicated by
the data.

The lower mean score suggests that the central

office respondents in the high achieving districts may

i
I
I
I
I
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perceive principals as being more involved in planning
inservice programs than those in the low achieving districts.
The correlations, however, indicate no significant relationships between the involvement of the personnel groups and the
achievement level of the district.
Content of Principal Inservice
Superintendents were asked to indicate the degree to
which the content of principal inservice is based on:

(1)

the individual needs of each principal and (2) the total
group needs of the principals.

The responses were based on

a 1 to 4 scale (much, some, little, none).

The response

data are presented in Table 18.
Table 18
Individualization of Principal Inservice
Content: High and Low District Means,
Standard Deviations, t-values and
Point-biserial Correlations

Basis of Content

Content based on
the individual
needs· of each
principal
Content based on the
total group needs
of principals
*p
**p

> .05.

>. 05.

High Districts

Low Districts

t*

rpbis**

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

30

1.600

.563

26

l. 731

.604

.84

-.113

30

l. 433

.504

26

l. 385

.752

.29

.039
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The data indicated no significant differences between
the high and low achieving districts relative to the degree
to which principal inservice content is individualized or
based on the group needs of principals.

The correlations

indicate no significant relationship between the extent of
individualization of inservice content and district achievement level.
Superintendents were asked to indicate the importance
of the following reasons for which principal inservice is
provided:

(1) curriculum project implementation;

(2) special

program implementation (e.g. , Chapter I, S. I . P. , etc. ) ;

(3)

development of theoretical concepts and applications; and
(4) personal development (e.g., time and stress management).
Responses were based on a 1 to 4 scale (much, some, little,
none).

The response data are presented in Table 19.
The data indicated no significant differences or

relationships between the high districts and the low districts
with respect to the importance of various reasons for providing principal inservice.

Six of the respondents indicated

additional reasons for which inservice is provided in their
districts:

Cll improve instructional leadership;

vision skills;

C3) challenge with new ideas;

(2) super-

(41 clinical

supervision; and (5) contract management.
Format for Principal Inservice
Superintendents were asked to indicate the frequency
with which their principals receive inservice training from
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Table 19
Reasons for Providing Principal Inservice
Training: High and Low District Means,
Standard Deviations, t~values and
Point-biserial Correlations

Reasons for
Inserviee

High Districts

Low Districts

t*

rpbis**

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

Curriculum project
implementation

30

1.433

.728

28

1.464

.693

.17

-.022

Special program
implementation

30

1. 733

.640

28

1. 607

.629

.76

.101

Development of
theoretical concepts
and applications
30

2.167

.791

28

2.177

.772

.06

-.008

Personal development

1.700

.596

28

1.571

.690

.76

.101

*p
**

p

30

>.05.
> 05.
0

the following personnel groups:
administrators;

(1) principals;

(3) district resource personnel;

or university professors;

(2) district
(4) college

(5) county office personnel;

(6)

professional organization staff personnel; and "(7) state
department personnel.

Responses were based on a 1 to 4 scale

(.often, sometimes, seldom, never).

The response data are

presented in Table 20.
The data indicated no significant differences and no
significant relationships between the high and low achieving
districts with respect to the frequency with which principals
receive inservice training from various personnel groups.
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Table 20
Personnel Groups From Whom Principals Receive
Inservice Training: High and Low District
Means, Standard Deviations, t-values
and Point-biserial Correlations

Personnel Groups

High Districts

t*

Low Districts

r p b"l.S **

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

Principals

30

2.067

.740

28

1.964

.693

.54

. 072

District administrators

30

1. 767

.679

28

1. 786

.738

.10

-.014

District resource
personnel

30

2.367

1.159

27

2.074

.874

1.07

.142

College or university professors

29

2·. 759

.636

27

2.679

.670

.46

. 062

County office
personnel

29

2.414

.907

28

2.179

.772

1. 05

.140

29

2.448

.783

28

2.464

.962

.07

-.009

29

3.000

.845

28

3.000

.770

0.00

. 000

Professional organization staff personnel
State department
personnel

*p
**p

>.05.

>. 05.

Superintendents were asked to indicate the importance
of several inservice program characteristics in making
decisions concerning the selection or implementation of
principal inservice programs in their districts.

The char-

acteristics in question were drawn from the list of effective
inservice practices validated by research discussed in Chapter
2.

Responses were based on a l to 4 scale (very important,
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somewhat important, little importance, not important}.

The

response data are presented in Table 21.
The data indicated both a significant difference and
a significant correlation between the high and low achieving
districts relative to the importance perceived by the
respondents as to the degree to which inservice programs
should "relate to specific on-the-job" needs of their principals.

The degree of importance placed on this characteristic

by the district level respondents appears to be related to the
district achievement level; the degree to which principal
inservice programs relate to specific on-the-job needs was
viewed as a more important consideration in the high achieving districts than in the low achieving districts.
Principal Involvement in Inservice
Superintendents were asked to indicate the frequency
with which time (on district time--not on district time) and
funding (district pays expenses--principal pays expenses)
arrangements are used when principals participate in inservice
programs;

The responses were based on a 1 to 4 scale (often,

sometimes, seldom, never).

The response data are displayed

in Table 22.
The data indicated no significant differences and no
significant correlations between the high achieving and the
low achieving districts with respect to the time and funding
arrangements used when principals participate in inservice
programs.

Table 21
Importance of Program Characteristics in Selecting
or Designing Principal Inservice Programs: High
and Low District Means, Standard Deviations,
t-values and Point-biserial Correlations

Program Characteristics

High Districts
N

Mean

S.D.

Low Districts
N

Mean

S.D.

t

r p b"1S

Concrete and aimed at specific
skills

29

1.138

.351

28

1. 250

.441

1.06

-.142

Opportunities for principals to practice
new skills and receive feedback

29

1.172

.384

28

1.179

.390

.06

-.008

Individualized to address the needs
of each participant

29

1. 448

.632

28

1.571

• 573

.77

-.103

Relates to specific on-the-job needs

29

1.034

.186

28

1.250

.441

2.42*

-.310**

Continuous (.on-going throughout the year

29

1.793

.620

28

1.571

.742

1. 23

-.163

Opportunities to observe other principals
who have mastered and are practicing
the skills taught

29

2.000

.707

28

1.929

.813

. 35

-.048

Held within the district rather than
elsewhere

29

1. 931

.884

28

2.071

.766

.64

-.086

Reputation of the individual or organization presenting the inservice

29

1.621

.622

28

1. 679

.945

.27

-.037

--

*p

-

----

<- 05.

-

*\

1-'

(05.

"'
U1
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Table 22·
Frequency of Time and Funding Arrangements
for Principal Participation in Inservice
Programs: High and Low District Means,
Standard Deviations, t-values and
Point-biserial Correlations

Arrangements

High Districts

Low Districts

t*

r

pbis **

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

28

2.821

. 945

28

2.857

.705

.16

-.022

29

1.345

.670

28

1.214

.418

.88

.118

expenses

28

3.000

.816

28

3.179

.612

.93

-.125

Not on district
time/district pays
expenses

28

2.500

.745

28

2~393

.994

.46

.062

On district time/
principal pays
expense
On district time/
district pays
expenses

Not on district
time/principal pays

*p > .05.
**p) . 05.
Superintendents were asked to indicate the extent
to which released time is authorized annually for principals
to participate in inservice activities.

Responses were based

on the selection of one of the following categories:
than 6 days;

(2) 3 to 6 days;

(_5) indefinite.

(3) 1 to 2 days;

(1) more

(4) none; and

The response data are presented in Table 23.

The data indicated no significant difference between
the high and low achieving districts with respect to the
amount of released time authorized annually for principal
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P.articipa tion in inservice activities.

Neither ·was the·

relationship between the responses and district achievement
level significant.
the respondents

In the high achieving districts, 16 of

(55 percent) selected "indefinite" while

nine of the respondents in the low achieving districts

(.32

percent) selected "indefinite."
Table 23
Released Time Authorized Annually by Districts_
for Principal Participation in Inservice
Programs: High and Low District Means,
Standard Deviations, t-value and
Point-biserial Correlation

Description

Mean score for
categories based
on number of
days

*p
**p

· High Districts

t*

Low Districts

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

29

3.586

1. 701

28

2.679

1. 765

rpbis **

.258

1. 98

> .05.

> .05.

Evaluation of Principal Inservice
Superintendents were asked to indicate the extent to
which the following methods are used in their districts to
determine the quality of principal inservice programs:

(1)

unsolicited feedback from principals (e.g., comments concerning inservice brought up in conversation, etc.);

(2)

solicited feedback (e.g., critiques, questionnaires, etc.);
and (3) direct observation of increased competence in the
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principal's job skills by supervisors.

Responses wer-e based

on a 1 to 4 scale (much, some, little, none).

The response

data are presented in Table 24.
Table 24
Methods Used to Determine the Quality of Principal
Inservice Programs: High and Low District Means,
Standard Deviations, t-values and Pointbiserial Correlations

Methods

High Districts

Low Districts

t*

r

pbis **

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

Unsolicited feedback

29

1. 700

.712

28

1. 714

.713

.13

-.018"

Solicited feedback

30

1. 667

. 711

28

1.571

.836

.47

.062

Direct observatiori
of increased
competence

30

1.833

.791

28

1.857

.803

.11

-.015

*p

> .OS.

**p

>. 05.
The data indicated no significant differences and no

significant relationships between the high and low achieving
districts with respect to the extent to which these methods
are used to determine the quality of principal inservice
programs.
Superintendents were asked to indicate their perceptions of the relationship between the principal's job
performance and his/her level of participation in principal
inservice programs.

The responses were in the form of
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reactions to five statements using a 1 to 5 scale (strongly
agree, agree, undecided, disagree, strongly disagree).

The

statements to which the respondents reacted and the response
data are presented in Table 25.
The data indicated no significant differences between
the high and low achieving districts with respect to the
respondents' perceptions concerning the relationship between
principal effectiveness and level of inservice participation.
Neither do the data indicate a significant relationship
between the respondents' perceptions and district achievement
level.
Central Office Responses: Summary
The survey responses of central office administrators
were analyzed using t-tests and point-biserial correlation
coefficients.

The purpose of the analyses was to determine:

(1) what differences exist between two extreme groups of districts (high achieving and low achieving) relative to
approaches and perceptions concerning principal inservice
training and (2) the degree to which those approaches and
perceptions are related to the achievement level of the district.
The initial hypothesis, that there is a difference
between high and low achieving districts with respect to
principal inservice approaches and perceptions, was rejected.
Further, in examining specific components relative to the
first two research questions, the data indicated a significant
difference in only two instances.

Table 25
Central Office Administrators' Perceptions of the Relationship Between Principal Effectiveness and Level
of Participation in Inservice Programs: High and
Low District Means, Standard Deviations, tvalues and Point-biserial Correlations

Perceptions

High Districts
N

Mean

S.D.

t*

Low Districts
N

Mean·

r p b"l.S **

S.D.

More effective principals appear to be
more active in seeking and participating
in inservice programs

30

1. 200

. 407

28

1. 357

.559

1. 23

-.162

More effective principals appear to
be less active in seeking and
participating in insetvice programs

29

4. 207

.726

28

4.286

• 897

.37

-.049

Less effective principals appear to
be more active in seeking and participating in inservice programs

29

4.034

. 626

28

4.000

1.018

.15

.021

participating in inservice programs

29

1. 897

.673

28

2.143

1.145

.99

-.133

There does not appear to be any
relationship

30

4.133

1. 074

28

4.143

.803

.04

-.005

'

Less effective principals appear to
be less active in seeking and

*p > .05.

** p

> .05.
....
....,
0
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1.

There was a significant difference between the

high and low achieving districts with respect to the degree
that principals are perceived to be involved in planning
inservice programs.

The data suggested that principals are

perceived as being more involved in the high achieving districts than in the low achieving districts; however, the
difference was not great and the non-significant correlation
precludes drawing this conclusion.
2.

There was both a significant difference and a

significant relationship between the high achieving districts
and the low achieving districts with respect to the importance
indicated by the respondents of one inservice characteristic
in selecting or designing inservice programs for principals.
The degree to which principal inservice programs should
relate to the "specific on-the-job needs" of principals was
perceived as a more important consideration in the high districts than in the low achieving districts.
Most striking among the findings, perhaps, was the
absence of differences and relationships between the district
groups relative to principal inservice training.

The small

t-values and correlation coefficients revealed that there
was essentially no difference between the two groups of
respondents and that those differences that were observed
were minute.
Second Hypothesis
The second hypothesis pertained to Phase Two of the
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investigation.

Restated, it was:

There is a difference between the principals in the
high achieving districts and the low achieving districts
with respect to their perceptions of: (1) the need for
principal inservice training; (2) the degree to which
their inservice needs are being met; (3) their level of
participation in inservice activities; (4) the districts' involvement in and support for principal inservice; and (5) the effectiveness of principal inservice
programs.
This hypothesis was tested by comparing the composite
mean scores for the two groups of principals on eight items
from the principals' survey.

The responses to these items

encompassed the following components:
1.

To what degree do you feel that administrative

inservice programs are needed?
2.

To what degree do you feel that your admini-

strative training needs are being met through the inservice
opportunities and programs presently available?
3.

How frequently do you participate in admini-

strative inservice activities annually?
4.

Are you now, or have you been, involved in a

principals' consortium or principals' center?
5.

How frequently do you participate in staff

development activities designed for teachers?
6.

Have you, within the past four years, participated

in a formal, structured staff development program administered
and implemented by your school district?
7.

To what extent do you consider staff development

for principals to be a priority in your district?
8.

To what extent does the improvement of your job

173
performance as a result of inservice participation have a
direct impact on the improvement of instruction in your
school?
Based on the composite mean score for these eight
items, there was found to be no significant difference
between the principals in the high achieving districts and
the principals in the low achieving districts.
thesis, therefore, must be rejected.

This hypo-

As indicated in Table

26, the mean scores for the two groups of respondents were,
in fact, nearly the same.
Table 26
Principals' Perceptions of Need, Adequacy,
Participation and District Support Regarding Principal Inservice Training:
High and Low District Means, Standard Deviations and t-value

Description

High Districts
N

Composite score for items
relating to need, ade-:
quacy, participation and
district support regarding
principal inservice
training

*p

70

Low Districts

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

16.537

2.956

64

16.453

3.236

t*

.16

> .05.
Research Questions 3 and 4
Research questions 3 and 4 pertained to Phase Two of

the investigation.

The findings and discussion relative to

these questions will be presented concurrently.
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Research question 3 was:
What differences exist between principals in high
achieving districts and low achieving districts relative
to their perceptions of: (1) the need for principal
inservice training; (2) the basis and extent of their
participation in principal inservice programs; (3) the
nature of district involvement in staff development for
principals; and (4) the effectiveness of principal
inservice formats?
Research question 4 was:
What relationships exist between (1) the principals'
perceptions of inservice needs, inservice participation
and effectiveness of inservice formats and (2) the pupil
achievement ievel of the district?
The answers to these questions are provided by cornparing the mean responses of the principals in the high
achieving districts and low achieving districts for each of
the related components using t-tests and point-biserial
correlations.

The findings are presented and discussed as

they relate to the following topics:
inservice;

(1) need for principal

(2) participation in principal inservice;

(3)

district involvement in principal inservice; and (4) effectiveness of principal inservice.
Need for Principal Inservice
Principals were asked to indicate the degree to which
they perceive the need for principal inservice programs.
Responses were based on a 1 to 5 scale (great need, some
need, little need, no need, undecided).

The "undecided"

responses were not included in the calculation of the mean;
however, they are reported as frequencies.
"undecided" responses to this item.
presented in Table 27.

There were no

The response data are
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The data indicated no significant difference between
the principals from the high and low achieving districts with
respect to their perception of the need for principal
inservice programs.

Likewise, the correlation between the

respondents' perceptions and district achievement level was
not significant.

In both groups, the perceived need appears

to be between "some" and "great."
Table 27
Principals' Perceptions of the Need for Administrative Inservice Programs: High and Low
District Means, Standard Deviations, tvalue ~nd Point-biserial Correlation

Description

High Districts

t*

Low Districts

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

72

1. 611

.S4S

66

1.439

.S30

r pb'l.S **

Degree to which
principals perceive
the need for administration inservice

1.87

.1S9

programs

*p
**p

)

.OS.

>

.OS.

Principals were asked to indicate the degree to which
they feel the need for additional inservice training in the
following skill areas in order to improve their effectiveness
as the site administrator:
ship skills;

(3)

management skills;

(2) leader-

instructional supervision skills;

and evaluation skills;
skills;

(1)

(4) research

(5) human relations/communication

(6) political-cultural awareness skills;

(7) team

building skills; and (8) personal development (e.g., time
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management, stress management, etc.).

Responses were "based.

on a 1 to 5 scale (much, some, little, none, undecided).
The "undecided" responses were not included in the calculation
of the means; however, they were reported as frequencies.
For these i terns, there were four "undecided" responses· for
research and evaluation skills and four "undecided" responses
for team building skills.

The response data are presented in

Table 28.
Table 28
Need for Inservice Training by Skill Area Indicated
by Principals: High and Low District Means,
Standard Deviations, t-values and Pointbiserial Correlations

Skill Areas

High Districts

Low Districts
Mean

S.D.

t*

rpbis **

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Management Skills

74

2.284

.868

66

2.212

.903

.48

.041

Leadership Skills

75

2.240

.928

66

2. 364

.955

.78

-.066

Instructional Supervision Skills

75

1.920

.834

65

1. 969

.847

.35

-.029

Research and Evaluation

73

2.575

.744

64

2.375

.900

1.43

.122

Human Relations/Communication Skills

75

2.360

.995

65

2.523

1.077

.93

-.079

Political/Cultural
Awareness Skills

74

2.595

.950

66

2.621

.924

.17

-.014

Team Building Skills

72

2.181

.893

65

2. 277

.960

.61

-.052

Personal Development

75

2.280

.894

66

2.015

.936

1.72

.144

*p '> .05.
**p > .05.

177
The data indicated no significant c;J.ifferences between
the high and low achieving districts with respect to the need
for additional inservice training by skill area indicated by
the responding principals.

Likewise, there were no signi-

ficant correlations between the inservice needs indicated by
principals and the achievement level of the district.
Principals were asked to indicate the degree to which
they feel that their administrative training needs are being
met through the inservice opportunities and programs presently
available.

Responses were based on a 1 to 5 scale (more than

adequately, adequately, less than adequately, not at all,
undecided).
item.

There were no "undecided" responses for this

The response data are presented in Table 29.
Table 29
Principals' Perception of the Adequacy of Present
Inservice Programs and Opportunities Available:
High and Low District Means, Standard Deviations, t-value and Point-biserial
Correlation

Description

Degree to which
inservice needs are
being met through
current programs
and opportunities

>

.05.
*p
**p) .05.

High Dtstricts

Low Districts

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

75

2.280

.669

67

2.388

.758

t*

.90

r P b'~s **

-. 076
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The data. indicate no significant difference and no
significant correlation between the high and low achieving
districts with respect to principals' perceptions of the
adequacy of present inservice programs and opportunities in
meeting their training needs.
Participation in Principal Inservice
Principals were asked to indicate the frequency with
which they participate in administrative inservice activities
during the year.

Responses were based on the selection of

one of the following categories:
(e.g., weekly, monthly, etc.);
times a year);

(1) regularly scheduled

{2) frequently (more than 7

(3) occasionally (4 to 7 times a year);

seldom (1 to 3 times a year); and (5) never.

(4)

The response

data are presented in Table 30.
Table 30
Frequency of Participation by Principals in Administrative Inservice Activities: High and Low
District Means, Standard Deviations, tvalue and Point-biserial Correlation

Description

High Districts

Low Districts

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

76

2.395

.925

67

2.985

.961

Frequency of participation in administrative inservice

activities
annually

*p
**p

(.

01.

I
,.01.

t

3.75*

rpbis

-.300

**
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The data indicated both

a

highly significant (p ( .01)

difference and a highly significant (p

<.. 01)

correlation

between the high and low achieving districts with respect to
the frequency of administrative inservice participation indicated by the responding principals.

The mean scores suggest

that the principals in the high achieving districts indicated
more frequent participation in administrative inservice
activities than those in the low achieving districts.
Principals were asked to indicate the frequency with
which each of the following represents the basis of their
participation in inservice programs:
1.

Voluntary basis for salary increment or pro-

motional opportunities.
2.

Voluntary basis for professional growth to

improve job skills.
3.

Encouragement and direction from district

administrators.
4.

Required by district administration.

5.

Required by staff development component objec-

tives specified in categorical programs (e.g., Chapter I,
S. I . P. , etc. ) .
Responses were based on a 1 to 5 scale (often,
occasionally, seldom, never, undecided).

The "undecided"

response was not used in the computation of the means.

For

this item, there was one "undecided" response for each component.

The response data are presented in Table 31.
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Table 31
Bases of Principal Participation in Administrative
Inservice Programs: High and Low District
Means, Standard Deviations, t-values
and Point-biserial Correlations

Bases of
Participation
Voluntary basis for
salary increment or
promotional
opportunities
Voluntary basis for
professional growth
to improve job
skills
Encouragement and
direction from.district administrators
Required by district administration
Required by staff
development component objectives
specified in categorical programs _,

High Districts

Low Districts

r Pb"~s **

t

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

72

2.542

1.100

63

2. 778

1. 007

75

1.493

.685

65

1. 723

.673

73

2.397

.777

65

2.431

.901

.23

-.020

73

2.438

.726

62

2.468

.900

.21

-.018

71

2.592

.979

65

2.646

1.052

.31

-.027

1. 29

-.111

1. 99 * -.167

*p <~ 05.
**p > .05.
In general, the data indicated no significant difference and no significant correlation between the high and
low achieving districts relative to the bases of principal
participation in administrative inservice programs.

A

significant difference, however, was indicated in the response
to, "Voluntary basis for professional growth to improve job
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skills."

The fact that the correlation coefficient was not

significant, however, precludes the conclusion that principals in the high achieving districts participate more frequently for this reason than those in the low achieving districts.
Principals were asked whether or not they had participated in a formal, structured staff development program
for principals within the past four years sponsored by the
following:

Cll school district;

C2) State Department of

Education (e.g., Federal Teacher Corps Center, State School
Resource Center, Professional Development and Program
Improvement Center);

(3) a county department of education;

(4) a professional organization (e.g., ACSA's Professional
Development Program or Project Leadership); and (5) a college
or university.

The mean score was based on "yes/no"

responses where yes

=

1 and no

=

2.

The response data are

presented in Table 32.
The data indicated no significant differences and no
significant correlations between the high and low achieving
districts with respect to principal participation in formal
inservice programs sponsored by these agencies.
Principals were asked to indicate the frequency with
which they receive formal or informal inservice from the
following personnel groups:
administrators;

Cll principals;

(2) district

(_3) district resource personnel;

or university professors;

C4) college

{5) county office personnel;

(6)

professional organization staff personnel; and (7) State
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··Table-32 ··
Principal Participation in Formal Inservice Programs
by Sponsoring Agency: High and Low District
Means, Standard Deviations, t-values
and Point-biserial Correlations

Sponsoring Agency

High Districts

t*

Low Districts

r pb'~s **

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

School district

76

1.197

.401

67

1.194

.398

.OS

.004

State Department
of Education

. 76

1. 711

. 4S7

6S

1. 708

.4S8

.04

. 003

County department
of education

76

1.316

.468

66

1. 394

.492

.97

-.082

Professional
organizations

76

1. 368

.486

66

1.48S

.S04

1.40

-.118

College or
university

76

1. 6S8

.478

64

1.

734

.44S

.97

-.083

*p

> . OS.

**p

> .os.

Department personnel.

Responses were based on a 1 to S scale

(.often, occasionally, seldom, never, undecided).

The "unde-

cided" responses were not included in the mean scores.

For

this item, "college or university professors" received ·two
"undecided" responses.

The response data are presented in

Table 33.
The data indicated a highly significant difference
between the high and low achieving districts with respect to
_the frequency with which principals indicated receiving
inservice from principals.

Based on the relatively large

t-value and the highly significant correlation, the data
suggest that the respondents in the high achieving districts
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believe they receive inserv.ice .training from principals more
frequently than those in the low achieving districts.

A

significant difference was also indicated with respect to
"district administrators;" however, the non-significant
correlation· coefficient precludes the conclusion that this
difference is related to the achievement level of the
district.
Table 33
Frequency With Which Principals Receive Inservice
Training From Personnel Groups: High and Low
District Means, Standard Deviations, tvalues and Point-biserial Correlations

Personnel Groups

Low Districts
Mean
N
S.D.

High Districts
S.D.
N
Mean

I

t

r pb"1S

.

Principals

76' 2.250

.802

67

2.851

.925

*·*;
-:331 **
4.16

District administrators

75

2.320

.701

66

2.576

.805

2. 02 * -.169

District resource
personnel

76

2.461

.807

66

2.409

.784

.38

.032

College or university professors

74

3.041

.928

65

3.292

.843

1.67

-.141

County office
personnel

76

2.632

.763

67

2.612

.834

.15

; 012

Professional organization personnel

74

2.595

.859

66

2.652

.832

.40

-.034

State department
personnel

75

3.187

.748

65

3.354

.717

1..34

-.114

*P (.o5.

**p (.ol.
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Principalswere asked whether or not they are or have
been involved in a principals' consortium or principals'
center.

The mean scores were based on "yes/no" responses

where yes

=

1 and no

=

2.

The response data are presented

in Table 34.
Table 34
Principal Participation in a Consortium or
Principals' Center: High and Low District
Means, standard Deviations, t-value
and Point-biserial Correlation

Description

High Districts
Mean
S.D.
N

Low Districts
Mean
S.D .
N

t*

rpbis **

1.80

.150

.

Principal has participated or is
participating in a
consortium or

76

1.908

.291

66

1.803

.401

principals'
center

*p

> .05.

**p) . 05.
The data indicated no significant difference and no
significant correlation between the high achieving and low
achieving districts with respect to the respondents' participation in a consortium or principals' center.

A total of

20 principals (14 percent) indicated an affirmative response
to this question; 7 in the high achieving districts and 13
in the low achieving districts.
Principals were asked to indicate the frequency with.
which they participate in staff development activities
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designed for teachers during the·year.

Responses were based

on a 1 to 5 scale (often, occasionally, seldom, never, undecided).

The "undecided" responses were not included in the

calculation of the means.
to this item.

There were no "undecided" responses

The response data are presented in Table 35.
Table 35

Frequency of Principal Participation in Staff
Development Activities Designed for Teachers:
High and Low District Means, Standard
Deviations, t-value and Pointbiserial Correlation

Description

Frequency of principal participation in staff
development
activities
designed for
teachers

High Districts

Low Districts

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

75

1.520

• 578

67

1. 657

.664

t*

1. 31

.
rpbis **

-.110

*p > .05.
**P) • 05.
The data indicated no significant difference and no
significant correlation between the high and low achieving
districts with respect to the frequency of the respondents'
participation in inservice activities designed for teachers.
Principals were asked to indicate the extent to
which each of the following represents an obstacle to
inservice participation:

(1) lack of time;

(2) lack of funds;

(3) lack of access to programs that meet the principal's
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needs; and (4) lack of availability of practical or relevant
programs.

Responses were based on a 1 to 5 scale (much,

some, little, none, undecided).

The "undecided" responses

were not included in the computation of the means.

Only one

"undecided" response was not·ed for "lack of access to
inservice programs."

The response data are presented in

Table 36.
Table 36
Principals' Perceptions of the Obstacles to
Participation in Inservice Activities: High
and Low District Means, Standard Deviations, t-values and Point-biserial
correlations

Obstacles

High Districts

Low Districts

t*

r p b'l.S **

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

Lack of time

76

2.000

.980

67

1.881

.930

.74

.063

Lack of funds

76

2. 211

1.075

66

2.167

1.061

.24

.021

Lack of access to
inservice programs

74

2.459

.982

65

2.477

1.077

.10

-.008

76

2.447

1.025

65

2.431

.935

.10

. 008

Lack of availability of practical or relevant
programs

*p

> .05.

**p) • 05.
The data indicated no significant difference and no
significant correlation between the high and low achieving
districts with respect to the degree that these factors are
perceived by the principals as obstacles to inservice par-·
ticipation.
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District Involvement in Principal Inservice
Principals were asked to indicate the degree to which
they consider staff development for principals to be a
priority in their districts.

Responses were based on a 1 to

5 scale (much, some, little, none, undecided).

The "unde-

cided" responses were not included in the computation of the
means.

There were no "undecided" responses to this item.

The response data are presented in Table 37.
Table 37
Principals' Perceptions of the Degree to Which
Administrative Inservice is a District Priority: High and Low District Means, Standard Deviations, t-values and Pointbiserial Correlations

Description

High Districts

Low Districts

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

75

1.947

.787

67

1.940

.851

t*

rpbis **

Degree to which
principals perceive
administrative
inservice to ·be a

• OS

.004

district priority

*p
**p

> .os.

> . 05.

The data indicated no significant difference and no
significant correlation between the high and low achieving
districts with respect to the degree that principals perceive
principal staff development to be a district priority.
Principals were asked to indicate the extent to
which the following procedures are used in their districts

188
to determine the content of principal inservice programs:
1.

Needs assessment procedures relative to district

2.

Formal survey of principals regarding their

goals.

inservice needs.
3.

Informal appraisal of the training needs of

principals by district administrators.
4.

Each principal determines his/her own training

needs.
Responses were based on a 1 to 5 scale (.much, some,
little, none, undecided).

The "undecided" responses were

not used in the computation of the means.

For this item,

there was one "undecided" response to "Each principal determines his/her own inservice needs."

The response data are

presented in Table 38.
The data indicated no significant differences and
no significant correlations between the high and low
achieving districts with respect to the extent to which these
procedures are perceived as being used to determine the
content of administrative inservice programs.
Principals were asked to indicate the degree to which
the following personnel groups are involved in planning the
principal inservice programs in their districts:
pals;

(2) district administrators;

(1) princi-

(3) district resource

personnel; and (4) outside consultants.

Responses were based

on a 1 to 5 scale (much, some, little, none, undecided).
The "undecided" responses were not used in the computation of
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Table 38
Principals' Perceptions of District Procedures to
Determine the Content of Principal Inservice
Programs: High and Low District Means,
Standard Deviations, t-values and
Point-biserial Correlations

Procedures

High Districts

Needs assessment
procedures relative
to district goals
Formal survey of
principals regarding their inser-

Low Districts

t*

r pb"lS **

N

Means

S.D.

N

7S

2. 373

1.010

67

2.702

.969

1. 97

-.164

76

2.763

. 992

66

3.046

.919

1. 7S

-.146

74

2.297

.872

66

2.SOO

.881

1. 37

-.116

76

2.013

.973

64

2.1S6

.979

. 86

-.073

Means

S.D.

vice needs

Informal appraisal
of principals'
inservice needs

by district
administrators
Each principal
determines his/
her own inservice
needs
*p

>• OS.

**p )

• OS.

the means.

For this item, district administrat·ors received

one "undecided" response and both district resource personnel
and outside consultants received three "undecided" responses.
The response data are presented in Table 39.
The data indicated both a highly significant difference and a significant correlation between the high and low
achieving districts with respect to the degree to which the
respondents perceive principals to be involved in planning
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inservice programs.

The data SlJggest that the p:t;"il}cipa],s in

the high achieving districts feel that they are more involved
in planning principal inservice programs than those in the low
achieving districts.
Table 39
Principals' Perceptions of the Involvement of
Personnel Groups in Planning Principal
Inservice Programs: High and· Low
District Means, Standard Deviations, t-values and Pointbiserial Correlations

Personnel Groups

High Districts

Low Districts

t

r p b"1S

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

Principals

76

2.118

.894

67

2.537

.910

District administrators

75

1. 587

.680

66

1. 697

.841

.86

-.073

District resource
personnel

74

2.297

1.003

65

2.123

.781

1.13

. 096

Outside consultants

74

2. 770

.820

65

2.677

.886

.64

.055

2. 77 * -. 227 **

*p (.01.
**P (.o5.
Principals were asked to indicate the extent to which
their districts perform the following functions with respect
to principal inservice:
1.

Assess the inservice needs of principals.

2.

Develop inservice programs.

3.

Implement inservice programs.

4.

Help each principal determine his/her own

inservice needs.
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5.

Provide information to principals regarding the·

inservice programs available.
6.

Provide opportunities for principals to parti-

cipate in inservice programs (e.g., released time, funding,
etc. ) .
7.

Evaluate the outcomes of principal inservice

programs.
Responses were based on a 1 to 5 scale (much,
little, none, undecided).

some,

The "undecided" responses were

not included in the calculation of the means.

For this item,

there was one "undecided" response for "Evaluate the outcomes
of principal inservice programs."

The response data are

presented in Table 40.
The data indicated no significant differences and
no significant correlations between the high and low
achieving districts relative to the degree to which the
respondents perceive that these functions are performed by
their districts.
Effectiveness of Principal Inservice
Principals were asked to indicate the extent to
which they perceive that the improvement in their job
performance resulting from inservice participation has a
direct impact on the improvement of instruction in their
schools.

Responses were based on a 1 to 5 scale (much,

some, little, none, undecided).

The "undecided" responses

were not included in the calculation of the means.

For this
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Table40
Principals' Perceptions of District Administration
Functions Pertaining to Principal Inservice: High
and Low District Means, Standard Deviations, tvalues and Point-biserial Correlations

District Functions

High Districts

Low Districts

t*

r pb"l.S **

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

76

2.424

.899

67

2.716

.950

1.82

-.152

Develop inservice
programs

76

2.105

. 793

66

2.288

.837

1.33

-.112

Implement inservice programs

76

2.092

.786

66

2.273

.851

1.31

-.110

Help each principal
determine his/her
own inservice needs

76

2.697

.880

65

2.938

.846

1. 65

-.139

76

2.158

.925

66

2.136

.821

.15

.012

76

2.132

.900

66

2.242

.993

.70

-.059

75

2.813

.940

64

2.750

.909

.40

. 034

Assess the inservice needs of
principals

.

Provide information to principals
regarding inservice programs
available
Provide opportunities for
principals to
participate in
inservice programs
Evaluate the outcomes of principal inservice
programs

*p
**p

)

• OS.

>.05.

item, there were no "undecided" responses.

The response data

are presented in Table 41.
The data indicated no significant difference and no
significant correlation between the high and low achieving
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districts relative to the respondents' p.erc.ep.tion of the _
impact of principal inservice on the improvement of instruction in the school.

The response of the two groups was,

in fact, nearly identical.
Table 41
Principals' Perception of the Impact of Inservice
on the Improvement of Instruction in the School:
High and Low District Means, Standard Deviations, t-value and Point-biserial
Correlation
.

Description

High Districts
N

Extent to which
participation in
principal inservice has a direct
impact on the
improvement of
instr-uction in
the school

*p

>.05.

*p

">

Mean

Low Districts

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

I*
t

r

pbis **

'

75

1. 787

.664

66

1. 788

. 755

.01

-.001

.

• 05.

Principals were asked to indicate the degree to which
each of the following inservice formats contributes directly
to the improvement of their job skills:
1.

Attendance at professional conferences or work-

2.

Staff meetings concerning specific issues or

shops.

problems.
3.

College or university courses.
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4.

Individual conferences between principal and

supervisor (s) .
5.

Observation visits to other schools.

6.

Group discussion and sharing among colleagues.

7.

Reading the professional literature.

Responses were based on a 1 to 5 scale (much, some,
little, none, undecided).

The "undecided" responses were

not included in the calculation of the means.

For this item,

the number of "undecided" responses was as follows:
1.

Attendance at professional conferences, 1.

2.

College or university courses, 5.

3.

Observation visits to other schools, 1.

4.

Group discussion and sharing, 1.

5.

Reading the professional literature, 1.

The response data are presented in Table 42.
The data indicated both a highly significant difference and a significant correlation between the high and
low achieving districts with respect to the degree to which
observation visits to other schools is perceived as contributing directly to the improvement of the principals'
job skills.

The respondents in the high achieving districts

perceived this format as higher in its contribution to
improved job skills than those in the low achieving districts.
Principals were asked to indicate the extent to
which eight characteristics of inservice programs have been
present in the programs they have experienced over the past
four years.

The characteristics in question were drawn from
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Table-42
Principals' Perceptions of the Effectiveness of
Inservice Formats: High and Low Districts
Means, Standard Deviations, t-values
and Point-biserial Correlations

Inservice Formats

Attendance at professional conferences or workshops
Staff meetings concerning specific
issues or problems

High Districts
Mean
S.D.
N

Low Districts
N
Mean
S.D.

t

rpbis

75

1.880

. 677

66

1.879

.691

.01

.001

76

1. 803

.749

64

1.891

.799

.67

-.057

72

2.639

.. 844

63

2.667

1.000

.17

-. 015

76

2.276

.842

65

2.492

. 986

1.40

-.118

75

2.133

.723

65

2.508

.904

2.72 * -.226 **

76

1. 684

. 657

64

1. 766

.831

.65

-.055

75

2.053

.733

65

2.169

.802

. 89

-.076

College or university courses

Individual conferences between principal and supervisor
Observation visits
to other schools
Group discussion
and sharing among
colleagues
Reading the professional literature

*P (-oL
**p ( . 05.
the research validated effective inservice practices discussed in Chapter 2.

Responses were based on a 1 to 5 scale

(much, some, little, none, undecided).

The "undecided"

responses were not included in the calculation of the means.
One "undecided" response was indicated for each of the
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characteristics.- The- eight -inservice program character-istics and the response data are presented in Table 43.
Table 43
Degree to Which Characteristics of Effective Inservice
Programs Have Been Present in the Inservice Programs
Attended by Principals Within the Past Four Years:
High and Low District Means, Standard Deviations,
t-values and Point-biserial Correlations

Characteristics

Low Districts

High Districts

t

r

phis

N

Mean

S.D.

N

Mean

S.D.

76

1.684

.637

66

1. 924

.810

Opportunities for
principals to practice new skills
76
and receive
feedback

2.079

.796

65

2.200

.807

. 85

-.072

75

2.626

.• 866

65

2.785

.800

1.11

~.094

Related to specifie on-the-job
needs

75

1. 973

.716

66

2.136

.742

1. 33

-.112

Continuous (ongoing throughout
the year)

76

2.421

.956

65

2.692

1. 014

1. 63

-.137

75

3.000

.986

66

3.212

.869

1. 35

-.114

75

2.147

.954

66

2.348

. 868

1.31

-.110

75

2.627

.897

65

3.000

.901

2.45 * -.204 **

Concrete and aimed
at specific skills

Individualized to
address the needs
of each participant

Opportunities to
observe other
principals who
have mastered
and are practieing the skills
being taught
Held within the
distri'ct rather
than elsewhere
Decisions concerning content
and format are
made by principals

*P (.o5.

**p

<.

05.

1. 98 * -.165
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The data indicated aeth·a significant difference·and
a significant correlation between the high and low achieving
districts with respect to one of the characteristics:
Decisions concerning the content and format are made by principals.

Respondents in the high achieving districts indicated

that this characteristic has been present in the inservice
programs they have experienced over the past four years to a
greater extent than those in the low achieving districts.
The data also indicated a significant difference
between the high and low achieving districts relative to the
extent that "inservice programs are concrete and aimed at
specific skills."

However, the small t-value coupled with

the non-significant correlation coefficient precludes the
conclusion that this characteristic has been present to a
greater degree in the high achieving districts than in the
low districts.
Principals' Responses: Summary
The survey responses of the principals in the high
and low achieving districts were analyzed using t-tests and
point-biserial correlations.
to determine:

The purpose of the analyses was

Cll what differences exist between the two

groups of principals relative to their perceptions and needs
with respect to inservice training and (2) the degree to
which those perceptions and needs are related to the pupil
achievement level of the district.
The second hypothesis, that there is a difference
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between the high and low achieving districts with respect to
principals' perceptions concerning:
pal inservice training;
needs are being met;
inservice programs;

(1) the need for princi- ·

(2) the degree that their inservice

(3) their level of participation in
(4) the degree of district involvement

in principal inservice; and (5) the effectiveness of principal inservice programs, was rejected based on a composite
mean score for selected items.

Further, in examining speci-

fic components relating to principal inservice training, few
differences were indicated between the two groups of districts.

The responses of the principals from both groups

were, in fact, very similar in most respects.
There were, however, five components where the data
did indicate both significant differences and significant
correlations between the high and low achieving districts.
These differences and correlations are interpreted as follows:
1.

The high

~nd

low achieving districts differed

with respect to the frequency of participation in inservice
programs annually indicated by the respondents.

The negative

correlation indicated a positive relationship between the
frequency of inservice participation and the achievement
level of the district.
2.

The high and low achieving districts differed

with respect to the frequency with which the respondents
receive inservice training from principals.

The negative

correlation indicated a positive relationship between the
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frequency withwhich principals receive inservice training
from principals and the achievement level of the district.
3.

The high and low achieving districts differed

relative to the extent to which the respondents perceived
principals to be involved in planning the principal inservice programs in their districts.

The negative correlation

indicated a positive relationship between the extent of
principal involvement in program planning and the achievement level of the district.
4.

The high and low achieving districts differed

with respect to the extent to which the respondents perceived observation visits to other schools to be an effective
inservice format for improving job skills.

The negative

correlation. indicated a positive relationship between the
degree to which this format is viewed as effective and the
achievement level of the district.
5.

The high and low achieving districts differed

with respect to the extent to which the respondents perceived that decisions concerning content and format of
principal inservice programs are made by principals.

The

negative correlation indicated a positive relationship
between the extent to which these decisions are made by
principals and the achievement level of the district.
The common strand among these components appears to
relate to principal involvement in administrative inservice.
With respect to those who responded, the two groups differed
significantly in terms of the degree to which principals
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perceive themselves to- be involved in planning and- imple-·
menting inservice programs and the frequency with which they
participate in principal inservice programs.

Further, the

data suggest that there is a positive relationship between
the degree of principa·l involvement in these compo-nents -and·
the achievement level of the district.
The data indicated significant differences between
the district groups for the following components:
1.

The frequency with which principals participate

in inservice programs on a voluntary basis for professional
growth to improve job skills.
2.

The degree to which principals receive inservice

training from district administrators.
3.

The degree to which the inservice programs

attended by principals over the past four years have been
concrete and aimed at specific skills.
The differences observed for these components,
however, were qnly slight and the absence of significant
correlations precludes the conclusion that these differences
are related to the district achievement level.
Third Hypothesis
The third hypothesis was:
There is a difference between the high achieving and
low achieving districts with respect to the relationship between district level perceptions and principals' perceptions of: (_l) the need for principal
inservice training and {2) the impact of principal
participation in inservice training on the improvement of instruction in the school ..
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This hypothesis was tested in two parts by comparing
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients between
district administrators' responses and those of their
respective principals to matched items as specified in Chapter 3.

The first part of the hypothesis was tested using

the survey item which asked both superintendents and principals to indicate the degree to which they perceive the need
for principal inservice training programs.

Table 44 indicates

the correlations between the district administrators'
responses and those of their respective principals in the
high and low achieving districts.
Table 44
Perceptions of the Need for Principal Inservice:
Correlations Between District Level Responses
and Principals' Responses in High and Low
Achieving School Districts

Description

Perception of need for
principal inservice training expressed by central
office administrators and
principals

*p
**p

)

High Distrilcts
*
N
r

Low Districts
**
N
r

52

59

-.148

• 029

• OS.

> • OS.
The data indicated that neither the high district

correlation nor the low district correlation was significant.
The first part of the hypothesis, therefore, must be rejected.
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The second part of this hypothesis was -tested using
the survey item which asked both superintendents and principals to indicate the degree to which they perceive the
improvement of the principal's j,ob performance as a result of
inservice training to have a direct impact on the improvement
of instruction in the school.

Table 45 indicates the corre-

lations between the district administrators' responses and
those of their respective principals in the high and low
achieving districts.
Table 45
Perceptions of the Impact of Principal Inservice
on the Improvement of Instruction: Correlations Between District Level Responses and
Principals' Responses in High and Low
Achieving School Districts

Description

High Districts
N

Central office administrators' and principals' perception of the degree to
which inservice participation has a direct impact on
the improvement of instruction in the school

.*
p

> .05.

** p

( . 01.

45

r

*

-.169

Low Districts
N

60

r

.448 **

The data indicated a small, negative correlation
the high achieving districts which was not significant.

fo~

On

the other hand, a more substantial and highly significant
positive correlation was indicated for the respondents in the
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low achieving districts.
fore,

This part of the hypothesis, there-

is retained; there is a difference between the high and

low achieving districts with respect to the relationship
between district level perceptions and principals' perceptions
of the impact of principal inservice training on the improvement of instruction.
Research Question 5
Research question 5 was:
In the high and low achieving districts, to what
degree do the principals' perceptions of: (1) their
inservice needs; (2) the. practices employed to meet
those needs; (3) the effectiveness of various inservice
formats; and (4) the basis for the evaluation of the
principals' job performance correspond to the practices
and effectiveness judgements indicated by their
respective superintendents (or central office administrator completing the survey)?
The answer to this question was determined by examining the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients
between the district administrators' responses and the
responses of their respective principals to matched items
on the surveys relating to the topics in question.

The

correlations for the high and low achieving districts were
computed as specified in Chapter 3.
Functions of District Administration
Pertaining to Princ1pal Inservice
Superintendents were asked to indicate the degree to
which each of seven functions are considered important
relative to the role of the district administration in staff
development for principals.

Principals were asked to
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indicate the degree·to which their districts perform those·
functions with respect to principal staff development.

Table

46 indicates the correlations between the district administrators' responses and those of their respective principals
for the high and low achieving districts.
Table 46
Functions of District Administration Pertaining to
Principal Inservice: Correlations Between
District Level Perceptions of Importance and Principals' Perceptions
of Performance in High and Low
Achieving Districts

Function

High Districts
N

r

*

Low Districts
N

r

**

Assess the inservice needs
of principals

55

-.245

61

Develop inservice programs

55

60

Implement inservice programs

55

-.075
-.229

.060
• 089

60

-.105

Help each principal determine his/her own training
needs

55

.015

59

.068

Provide information to
principals regarding
inservice programs available

55

.123

60

.088

Provide opportunities for
principals to participate
in inservice programs (e.g.,
released time, funding)

55

-.143

60

.177

Evaluate the outcomes of
principal inservice
programs

54

. 030

56

-.090

.05.

** p

.05.
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With respect to the seven district functions pertaining to principal staff development, the data indicated
no strong or significant relationships between district level
perceptions of their importance and the principals' perceptions of the degree to which the district performs the
functions in either the high or the low achieving districts.
Procedures Used to Determine District
Priorities for Principal Inservice
Superintendents were asked to indicate the degree to
which four procedures are used in their districts to determine the priorities for principal inservice training.

Like-

wise, the principals in the respective districts were asked
to indicate the extent to which those four procedures are
used to determine the content of their inservice programs.
Table 47 indicates the correlations between the district
administrators' responses and those of their respective
principals in the high and low achieving districts.
With respect to the four procedures for determining
inservice priorities, the data indicated no strong or
significant relationships between the district level
responses and the principals' responses concerning the degree
to which they are used in either the high or the low achieving districts.
District Focus versus Principals' Need
for Inservice Training
Superintendents were asked to indicate the degree
to which the principal inservice programs in their districts
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Table 47
Procedures Used to Determine District Priorities for
Principal Inservice: Correlations Between District
Level Responses and Principals' Responses in
High and Low Achieving Districts

Procedures

High Districts
N

Needs assessment procedures
relative to district goals
Formal survey of principals
regarding their inservice
needs
Informal appraisal of the
training needs of principals by district administrators
Each principal determines
his/her own training needs

r

*

Low Districts
N

r

**

54

-.264

60

-. 085

55

-.084

59

-.161

54

.244

. 59

-.129

55

.192

57

-. 091

> .05.
** p > .05.
*p

focus on eight competency areas.

Principals were asked to

indicate the degree to which they feel the need for additional
inservice training in those areas in order to improve their
effectiveness as the site administrator.

Table 48 indicates

the correlations between the district administrators'
responses and those of their respective principals in the high
and the low achieving districts.
In general, the data indicated no strong or significant relationships between the district administrators'
assessment of their focus and the principals' assessment of
their needs relative to the competency areas addressed by
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inservice programs.

The data, however, did indicate a signi-

ficant negative correlation in the low achieving districts
with respect to human relations/communication skills.

This

would suggest that, in the low achieving districts, some ·
inverse relationship exists between the extent to which district administrators perceive that their inservice programs
focus on this area and the principals' assessment of their
need for additional inservice in this competency area.
Table 48
District Focus Versus Principals' Need Regarding
Skill Areas for Inservice Training: Correlations Between District Level Responses and
Principals' Responses in High and Low
Achieving Districts

Skill Areas

High Districts
.

N

r

*

Low Districts
N

r

Management skills

54

.061

60

-.049

Leadership skills

54

-.001

60

-.194

Instructional supervision
skills

54

-.054

59

.099

Research and Evaluation
skills

53

-. 071

59

-.165

Human Relations/Communication skills

54

.025

60

-.256 **

54

-.086

60

-.016

54

-.127

60

-.123

Political/Cultural Aware.ness skills
Personal Development (e.g.,
time management, stress
management) ·

*p

> .05.

** p

(.05.
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Personnel Groups Providing Inservice
to Principals
Superintendents were asked to indicate the frequency
with which their principals receive inservice training from
each of seven personnel groups.

Their principals were asked

to indicate how often they receive formal or informal
inservice training from the same personnel groups.

Table 49

indicates the correlations between the district administrators' responses and those of their principals in the high and
the·low achieving districts.
Table 49
Personnel Groups from Whom Principals Receive Inservice
Training: Correlations Between District Level
Responses and Principals' Responses in
High and Low Achieving Districts

Personnel Groups

High Districts
N

r

Low Districts
N

r

Principals

55

.027

60

.281 *

District administrators

54

-.173

59

.192

District resource personnel

55

.235

59

.101

College or university professors

53

-.314 *

58

. 304 *

County office person·nel

55

.183

60

.495 **

Professional organization
staff personnel

53

.265

59

.136

State Department personnel

54

.123

58

.096

*p <. . 05.
** p ( . 01.
The data indicated a significant positive correlation
in the low achieving districts with respect to the frequency
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with which principals receive inservice training from principals.

There was no significant relationship between the

district administrators' responses and the principals'
responses to this component in the high achieving districts.
Regarding the frequency with which principals receive
inservice training from college or university professors, the
data indicated a significant, inverse relationship between
district level responses and those of the principals in the
high achieving districts.

In the low achieving districts,

however, a significant, positive relationship was indicated.
With respect to the frequency with which principals
receive inservice from county office personnel, the data
indicated a highly significant, positive correlation between
the di.strict level responses and those of the principals in
the low achieving districts.

No significant degree of

correspondence between the responses of district administrators and their principals was indicated for the high achieving
distri.cts.
Involvement of Personnel Groups in
Planning Principal Inservice
Both superintendents and principals were asked to
indicate the degree to which four personnel groups are
involved in planning principal inservice programs in their
districts.

Table 50 indicates the correlations between the

district administrators' responses and those of their
respective principals in the high and low achieving districts.
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The data indicated no significant relationships
between the district level perceptions and the principals'
perceptions relative to the degree to which these personnel
groups participate in planning principal inservice programs.
Table 50
Involvement of Personnel Groups in Planning Principal
Inservice Programs: Correlations Between District
Level Perceptions and Principals' Perceptions
in High and Low Achieving Districts

Personnel Groups

High Districts
N

r

*

Low Districts
r

N

**

Principals

55

.194

60

.009

District administrators

55

.000

59

-.031

District resource personnel

54

.184

58

.. 248

Outside consultants

55

.043

58

.057
.

*p

> .05.
** p
> . 05.
Inservice Program Characteristics
Superintendents were asked to indicate the degree to
which seven characteristics of inservice programs are
important in selecting or designing inservice programs for
their principals.

Principals were asked to indicate the

degree to which those characteristics have been present in
the inservice programs they have experienced over the past
four years.

Table 51 indicates the correlations between the

district level responses and the principals' responses in the
high and low achieving districts.
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Table 51
Inservice Program Characteristics: correlations Between
District Level Perceptions of Importance and Principals' Perceptions of Presence in High and
Low Achieving Districts
.

Program Characteristics

High Districts
N

Concrete and aimed at specific skills
Provide opportunities to
practice new skills and
receive feedback
Individualized to address
the needs of each participant
Related to specific onthe-job needs
continuous (on-going
throughout the year)
Opportunities to observe
other principals who have
mci.s·tered and are practicing
the skills being taught
Held within the district
rather than elsewhere

*p
** p

)

r

*

Low Districts
N

r

55

-.090

60

.045

55

-.173

59

.236

55

.079

59

-.069

55

.000

60

.279 **

55

.121

59

.304 **

54

-.068

60

.046

54

.129

60

.065

. 05.

<... 05.
The data indicated extremely low correlations between

the district administrators'· and. the principals 1· perceptions
regarding these characteristics.

Two significant correlations

were indicated in the low achieving districts suggesting some
degree of positive correspondence between the district
administrators 1 perception of importance and the principals I.
perception of the presence of the following characteristics:

212

1.

The inservice program is related to specific

on-the-job needs of the participant.
2.

The program is continuous (on-going throughout the

year).
Effective Inservice Formats
Superintendents were asked to indicate the effectiveness or impact of seven inservice formats on improving
the job performance of their principals.

Principals were

asked to indicate the extent to which each of the same
seven formats contributes directly to the improvement of
their job skills.

Table 52 indicates the correlations between

the district administrators' responses and their principals'
responses in the high and low achieving districts.
The data indicated an extremely low correspondence
between the district administrators' perceptions and the
principals' perceptions regarding the effectiveness of these
formats for inservice.

One significant correlation was

indicated in the high achieving districts suggesting some
positive relationship between the extent to which district
administrators and their principals perceive the effectiveness of group discussion and sharing among colleagues in
improving the principals'·' job skills.
Criteria for Evaluating the Principals'
Job Performance
Superintendents were asked to indicate th.e degree of
importance for each of three criteria for evaluating the job

213
Table 52
Effectiveness of Inservice Formats: Correlations
Between District Level Perceptions and Principals' Perceptions in High and Low Achieving
Districts

Inservice Formats

High Districts
N

Attendance at professional
conferences or workshops

r

Low Districts
N

r

**

54

.111

61

-.058

55

-. 091

60

.000

College or university
courses

52

-.080

59

-.041

Individual conferences
between principals and
supervisor(s)

55

.141

60

.057

Observation visits to
other sites

54

.032

60

. 092

Group discussion and
sharing among colleagues

55

.302 *

59

-.168

Reading the professional
literature

54

.245

60

.086

Staff meetings centering
on specific issues or
problems
.

*p

( . 05.

** p

> .05.

performance of their principals.

Principals were asked to

indicate the importance they feel is placed on these criteria
by their evaluators in evaluating their job performance.
Table 53 indicates the correlations between the district level
responses and the principals' responses in the high and low
achieving districts.
The data indicated a small, but significant positive
correlation relative to the importance placed on specific
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performance objectives for evaluating principal job performance in the high achieving group of districts.

The greatest

correspondence between district level responses and principals' responses in both groups of districts was the perceived importance of quantitative achievement information
(e.g., achievement test scores, C.A.P. scores) in evaluating
principals' ·job performance.

The correlations in both dis-

trict groups were highly significant, positive and, in the
high achieving districts, substantial.
Table 53
Importance of Criteria for Evaluating Principals' Job
Performance: Correlations Between District Level
Perceptions and Principals' Perceptions in
High and Low Achieving Districts

Criteria

High Districts
N

Each principal functions
according to a specific set
of performance objectives by
which he/she is evaluated

55

Subjective appraisal of such
school climate indicators as:
smooth running school,
absence of overt problems,
absence of parent or staff
45
complaints, appearance of
the facility, staff morale
Quantitative achievement
information {e.g., achievement test scores, c.A.P.
scores, student honors
and awards)

*p (.05.
** p

<· 01.

46

r

.292 *

-.161

.626 **

Low Districts
N

r

60

.121

59

.141

59

.427 **
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Correlations Between District Level
Perceptions and Principals'
Perceptions: Summary
Pearson product-moment correlations were used to
determine the relationship between district administrators'
responses and those of their principals to matched survey
items.

The purpose of these analyses was to determine the

degree to which district level perceptions and judgements
concerning principal inservice correspond to the perceptions
and judgements of the principals in the districts.
In general, the data revealed that practically no
relationship exists in either the high or the low achieving
districts between the district administrators' responses
and the responses of their principals.

This finding is based

on the number of extremely small correlation coefficients
obtained for a number of components.

In most cases where

the correlations were significant at the .05 confidence level,
the magnitude of the correlation did not suggest a strong
relationship.

Although the purpose of these analyses was

to determine differences between the high and low achieving
districts, the presence of such low correlations between the
district administrators'· and principals' perceptions came
unexpected.
The hypothesis, that there is a difference between
high and low achieving districts with respect to the correspondence between district level and principals' responses
was tested in two parts.

The first part, which concerned

their perceptions of the need for principal inservice
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programs, was rejected."

The second part of the hypothesis,

which concerned district level and principal perceptions of
the impact of inservice on the improvement of instruction in
the school, was retained.

While the correspondence was not

significant in the high achieving districts, there was a
significant positive correspondence in the low achieving
districts.
The following is a summary of the components for which
the correlations between the district level responses and
the principals' responses were significant at the .05 confidence level.
High Districts.
1.

Negative relationship with respect to the degree

to which principals receive inservice from college or university professors.
2.

Positive relationship with respect to the

effectiveness of group discussion and sharing among colleagues as a means of improving the principals'
3.

job skills.

Positive relationship with respect to the follow-

ing criteria used for evaluating the principals'

job per-

formance:
a.

Each principal functions according to a

specific set of performance objectives.
b.

Quantitative achievement information.

Low Districts.
1.

Positive relationship with respect to the degree
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to which principals receive inservice from:· (a) college o·r
university professors;

(b) principals; and (c) county office

personnel.
2.

Positive relationship with respect to the impor-

tance and presence of the following inservice characteristics:
a.

Related to specific on-the-job needs of the

principals.
b.
3.

Continuous (on-going throughout the year).

Positive relationship with respect to the

importance of quantitative achievement information as a
criterion for evaluating the principals' job performance.
4.

Negative relationship with respect to the focus

of and need for principal inservice relative to human
relations/communication skills.
Chapter Summary
The superintendents in the 40 high achieving districts and the 41 low achieving districts were surveyed to
determine district level practices and perceptions concerning inservice for their elementary principals.

Eighty

percent of the surveys were returned, 59 (73 percent) of
which provided the data for analysis.

Data from the 93

components on the survey were analyzed using t-tests and
point-biserial correlations in order to determine the differences that exist between the high and low achieving districts
and the relationships that exist between the responses and
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the achievement level of the district.-

The differences and

correlations were tested at the .05 level of confidence.
Based on the composite score for sixteen items,
there was found to be no significant difference between the
high and low achieving districts with respect to the practices
and perceptions concerning principal inservice indicated by
the respondents.

In fact, the generally small t-values and

correlation coefficients obtained for the individual components suggest considerable homogeneity among the districts
in the study.

Both a significant difference and a significant

correlation were indicated for only one of the components.
The degree to which inservice programs should relate to the
specific on-the-job needs of principals as a factor in making
decisions concerning principal inservice programs was positively related to the achievement level of the district.
A group of 192 principals was selected from the high
and low achieving districts by means of a systematic sampling
technique.

They were surveyed to determine their needs and

perceptions concerning principal inservice.

Eighty percent

of the surveys were returned or accounted for, 143 (75 percent} of which provided the data for analysis.

Data from

the 69 components of the survey were analyzed using t-tests
and point-biserial correlations in order to determine the
differences that exist between the high and low achieving
districts and the relationships that exist between the
principals' responses and the achievement level of the
district.

The significance of the differences and
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correlations was determined at the . 05 level of- confidenc-e-.
There was found to be no significant difference
between the high and low achieving districts relative to the
principals' responses based on the composite score for
eight items.

Like the district level responses, the

generally small t-values and correlation coefficients found
among the components revealed considerable homogeneity among
the principals.

There were, however, five components for

which both significant differences and correlations between
the two groups of principals were indicated.

Each of the

following were found to be pGsitively related to the
achievement level of the district:
1.
_,

The frequency of principal participation in

administrative inservice programs.
2.

The degree to which principals receive inservice

training from principals.
3.

The degree to which principals are involved in

planning principal inservice programs.
4.

The degree to which observation visits to other

schools is perceived to contribute directly to the improvement of the principals' job skills.
5.

The degree to which decisions concerning the

format and content of administrative inservice programs are
made by principals.
A third set of analyses involved Pearson productmoment correlations between district administrators'
responses and the responses of their principals to matched
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survey i terns.

These were done in order to determine the--

degree of correspondence between the responses of the
district administrators and their principals in the high and
low achieving districts.

Critical values for the corre-

lation coefficients were determined at the .05 level of confidence.
For most of the components, the correlations were
extremely low in both groups of districts indicating the
absence of any meaningful correspondence between the district level perceptions and those of the principals in those
districts.

In the high achieving districts, significant

positive correlations were indicated for only three of the
components and a significant negative correlation was
_I

indicated for only one component.

In the low achieving

districts, significant positive correlations were indicated for six of the components and a significant negative
correlation was indicated for only one component.

There

were only two components for which a significant correlation was indicated in both the high and the low achieving
districts:
1.

There was a negative correlation in the high

achieving districts and a positive correlation in the low
achieving districts between the district level responses
and the principals' responses relative to the frequency with
which principals receive inservice training from college
or university professors.
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2.

There was a positive correlation in both groups

of districts relative to the district administrators' and
principals' perceptions of the importance placed on quantitative achievement information in evaluating the principals'
job performance.
The summary, conclusions and implications for further
study are presented and discussed in the following chapter.

Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
FOR FURTHER STUDY
summary
The central purpose of this investigation was to
determine the relationships that exist between current
practices employed by California school districts to provide continuing professional development for their elementary
principals and student academic achievement.
of this chapter include:
I

1

the study;

The contents

(1) a summary of the background of

(2) a summary of the methods used for the

investigation;

(3) the conclusions drawn from the findings;

and (.4) implications for further study.
Background
During the past thirty years, radical changes have
occurred in the demands placed on public education and, consequently, the role and function of the elementary principal.
Legislative mandates and other manifestations of societal
influence call for accountability in education based on such
quantitative attributes as student proficiencies and achievement scores..

At the same time, there is increasing demand

for public involvement in decision-making and program
implementation at the school level..
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The responsibili-ties of the school principa-l -have
changed as a result of these trends.

No longer is the princi-

pal the authority figure whose main functions are managerial
and supervisory to ensure and monitor the proper implementation state law and district policies.

The emerging role of

the principal is that of the educational leader of the school
and the community it serves.

In addition to their managerial

and supervisory obligations, principals today are heavily
engaged in:

(1) assessing the educational needs of their

students in the context of their communities;

(2) establish-

ing and directing the participatory processes, both internal
and external, through which curricular decisions are made;
(3) implementing complex due process requirements with
respect to pupils, parents and personnel; and (4) seeking
resources, both financial and human, to carry out the mission
of the school.

The fact that the principal has come to be

recognized as a key figure in determining the quality of
instruction in the school is well supported in the literature.
The preparation of the school principal in light of
these emerging responsibilities has become a topic of considerable interest in recent years..

A comprehensive study

of the principalship in California by the California State
Assembly Task Force for the Improvement of Pre- and Inservice
Training for Public School Administrators, under the direction
of Assemblyman Dennis Mangers, was conducted in 1977.

-I

The

conclusions reached in this study, along with those of other
studies, indicate that principals are not adequately prepared
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to meet the emerging responsibilities of the position . . Moreover, that study indicated that the opportunities for principals in California to acquire the needed skills through
inservice training have not been adequate.

Among the

recommendations stated in the results of the Mangers study,
the need for commitment and support of local school boards
and administrations to providing individualized professional
development for principals was emphasized.
Although the literature is convergent with respect to
the importance of the principal's role in establishing educational quality and his/her need for "retooling" in requisite
skills, the inservice needs of principals have been largely
ignored.

The primary focus of district inservice efforts,

as well as the staff development mandates in state and federal

r

programs, have been on the teacher.

The attention devoted

to recognizing and addressing the inservice needs of the
principal, however, appears to be increasing.

A recent mani-

festation of this trend is contained in the provisions of
the recent California Education Reform Bill (SB 813), wherein
school districts are required to provide training to administrators in personnel supervision and evaluation skills and
to certify their competence in those skills.

The fact that

70 percent of the school administrators in California are
over 55 and, therefore, were trained initially prior to the
recent shifts in competency requirements adds further impetus
to the current attention to the inservice needs of the
elementary principal.
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Having establish.ed that inservice- traini.ng for .
elementary principals is a valid concern and a priority need
in California, the logical question to follow was:
stitutes effective inservice?

What con-

The answer to this question was

sought through a search of the literature for effective
inservice practices.
Empirical research concerning effective ins·ervice
practices is scarce.

A number of "best practices" for ins·er-

vice have been identified essentially on the basis of four
major studies..

Although there was considerable consensus in

the conclusions of the studies as to the effective practices
identified, it must be recognized that the focus of the conelusions relate.d to inservice for teachers, not administrators.
Research concerning inservice training for principals or
administrators specifically is especially meager, and most of
what does exist relates to philosophical and procedural topics
rather than effective delivery strategies.
An element of concern raised in the search for effective inservice practices had to do with the basis upon which
"effectiveness" was determined.

The basis for determining

the effectiveness of inservice practices in the study conducted
by the Rand Corporation, for example, was their identification as factors contributing to the continuance of federal
projects.

In the other three studies, effectiveness was

determined through the judgements and opinions of educators
serving in various capacities.

While there is consensus in

the literature that the amount of inservice activity and
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participation on the part of teachers .and principals .is
positively associated with successful or effective school
systems, no empirical studies purporting to determine the
impact of inservice training on the improvement of student
achievement were found.

Most discussions of the purpose of

inservice concerned the benefits to the institution or to the
inservice clients.

There appears to be an area largely

unexplored in the literature relative to the effects of
inservice on the ultimate beneficiaries--the students.

This

point serves to amplify the relevancy of this study.
The rationale for this investigation, therefore, was
based on the following premises:

{1) that the principal is the

key to the improvement of instruction in the school;

(2) that

continuing professional development is crucial to the
effectiveness of the principal; and {3) that the success and
positive impact of inservice efforts hinge upon commitment and
support of local decision-makers and the meaningful participation of the principals.
The Problem
The central problem posed for this investigation was
to determine the relationships between current practices
employed in California school districts to provide continuing
professional development for their elementary principals and
student academic achievement.

This problem was addressed

through research questions which, in essence, encompassed the
following:
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l.

What differences exist in the manner in which
California school districts currently address and
support continuing professional development for
elementary principals, and to what degree are
those differences related to student academic
achievement?

2.

What differences exist in the needs and perceptions
of elementary principals relative to administrative
inservice training, and to what degree are those
differences related to student academic achievement?

3.

What relationships exist between the appraisals and
perceptions of district level administrators and those
of their principals with respect to principal inservice training relative to student academic achievement?

Methodology
This was a causal-comparative study using the mailsurvey method.

Among the 1,041 public school districts in

California, two extreme groups were identified, those designated as high achieving and those designated as low achieving.
The .criteria used for identifying the districts in each .category were based on the 1981 district scores for the California Assessment Program (C.A.P.) test, Survey of Basic
Skills: Grade 6.
The high achieving districts were those in which the
district score exceeded its comparison score band in at least
,.·_:·-;r5~~1fr.,.

three of the four content areas of the tes,J:;'';it4-~>·<;f. , reading,
.ff#?Jj>~?·

written language, mathematics and spellin-g).

,-··'

The low achiev-

ing districts were those in which the district score fell
below its comparison score band in at least three of the four
content areas of the test.

The following limitations con-

cerning district size were also imposed in the selection of
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the districts for study:

{l_)

the district must have had an

A.D.A. less than 100,000 and (2) the district must have had a
minimum of three elementary sites operating under the jurisdiction of a central office.

Districts in which sixth grade

students attend middle schools (6-8) were excluded from this
investigation.

The application of these criteria resulted

in the selection of 81 districts for the study, 40 of which
were high achieving and 41 of which were low achieving.
The study was conducted in two phases.

Phase One

involved a survey of the superintendents of the districts in
the sample to determine district level practices and perceptions regarding principal inservice training.

Phase Two

involved a survey of all elementary principals in certain
districts selected from the sample used for Phase One to
determine their needs and perceptions concerning inservice
training.

The content of the survey instruments was developed

around the following recommendations from the Mangers Report
and research-validated characteristics of effective inservice
programs:
1.

Mangers Report recommendations
a.

That all school districts and county superintendents of schools develop written policies and
practices to support ongoing professional development for each school principal.

b.

That all school principals enter into an ongoing
individualized professional development program
consistent with district objectives, school
improvement goals and the needs of the pupils they
serve.

c.

That all school districts, courity offices of
education and colleges and universities organize
to support principal leadership by providing
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ongoing personalized professional development
programs for principals.
d.

2.

That school districts and county offices of
education, in conjunction with site administrators, establish principal consortia to enable
principals to share ideas and resources, provide
personal support .and involve principals in the
decisions that affect their ability to manage a
school.

Characteristics of effective inservice programs
a.

Effective programs are concrete, ongoing and aimed
at specific skills.

b.

Effective programs emphasize demonstrations and
opportunities for clients to practice new skills
and receive feedback.

c.

Effective programs are individualized to address
the requirements of each participant and to
relate to specific on-the-job needs.

d.

Effective programs include opportunities to
observe others who have mastered and are practicing the skills being taught.

e.

Effective programs are supported by the administration; however, allow participants to choose
the program content and act as helpers and planners.

f.

Effective programs use local practitioners and
resource personnel as trainers.

Each phase of the investigation was conducted as
follows:
Phase One.

A survey instrument designed for the

superintendents was developed by the investigator.

The

instrument included 22 questions relating to 93 components
concerning inservice training which were based on the recornrnendations from the Mangers Report and research-validated
characteristics of effective inservice programs.

The

instrument was content validated by a panel of experts.

The
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reliability was established pn :the _basi;; o;f internal_ cons_istency using the Kuder-Richardson

(KR~20)

formula from data

obtained through the pilot study.
The surveys, accompanied by a letter of transmittal,
an endorsement letter from the dissertation committee chairman and a stamped, self-addressed return envelope were mailed
to each superintendent.

Eighty percent of the surveys were

returned, 73 percent of which contained responses which provided the data for analysis.

The differences and relation-

ships between the high and low achieving districts relative
to each of the components were determined on the basis of
mean response scores using t-tests and point-biserial correlations.

Significant differences and correlations were

determined at the .05 level of confidence.
Phase Two.

A second survey designed for principals

was developed by the investigator.

The instrument included

23 questions relating to 74 components concerning principal
inservice training.

Like the Phase One survey, the content

of the principals' survey was grounded in the recommendations
from the Mangers Report and research validated characteris'tics of eff·ective inservice programs.

The instrument was

content validated by a panel of experts.

The reliability was

established oil the basis of internal consistency using the
Kuder-Richardson (KR-20) formula from data obtained through
the pilot study.
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A totaL of 192 principals wer_e selected for this phase
of the investigation, representing 24 percent of the principals in all of the districts included in Phase One.

Criteria

for selection were based on a systematic sampling technique
using the 1978 to 1981 district gain scores for reading.
All of the principals in each of the selected districts were
surveyed.

The sample from the high achieving districts con-

sisted of 103 principals from 12 districts.

The sample from

the low achieving districts co'nsisted of 89 principals from
13 districts.
The surveys, accompanied by a letter of transmittal,
an endorsement letter from the dissertation committee chairman and a stamped, self-addressed return envelope were
mailed to each of the principals in the sample.

Eighty

percent of the surveys were returned or accounted for, 75
percent of which contained responses which provided the data
for analysis.

The differences and relationships between the

principals' responses in the high and low achieving districts
were determined on the basis of mean response scores using
t-tests and point-biserial correlations.

Significant differ-

ences were determined at the .05 level of confidence.
Pearson product-moment correlations were used to
determine the relationships between the district administrators' responses and the responses of their principals in
the high and low achieving districts.

The correlations were

computed by pairing each principal's responses with the
responses of his/her district administrator to matching
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components..

The. number of. pairs used in. the calculation .. of

each correlation coefficient, therefore, was a function of
the total number of principals who responded in the districts from which a district level response was also obtained.
The significance of the correlations were determined at the
.05 level of confidence.
Conclusions
On the basis of a broad spectrum of components
relating to staff development for principals derived essentially from the recommendations from

~he

Mangers Report and

research-validated characteristics of effective inservice
programs, the findings presented in the preceding chapter
support several conclusions.

The conclusions are presented

and discussed from a general perspective and as they relate
to specific findings.
General Conclusions
The overarching conclusions to be drawn from the
findings of this investigation are the following:
1.

Based on the composite score for the district

level respondents on sixteen components, there was found to
be no significant difference between the extreme high and low
achieving districts in California with respect to the practices and policies employed pursuant to inservice training
for elementary principals.
2.

With the exception of one component, no
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significant relationships were found between .the dist:r::ict
level practices, policies and perceptions concerning principal inservice training and the pupil achievement level of
the district.
3.

Based on the composite score for eight components

concerning the principals' needs and perceptions relating to
inservice training, there was found to be no significant
difference between the extreme high and low achieving school
districts.
4.

With the exception of five components, signifi-

cant relationships were not found between the needs and perceptions of principals pertaining to inservice training and
the pupil achievement level of the district.
5.

There was found to be a general absence of rela-

tionship between the district administrators' perceptions
and those of their respective principals with respect to the
matched components relating to inservice training in both the
high and low achieving districts.
Without a doubt, there may be a number of factors which
account for the difference in pupil achievement between the
two groups of districts studied.

It would appear, however,

that vast differences in the practices employed and the
perceptions of district administrators and principals concerning inservice training for elementary principals are not
among them.
Specific Conclusions
Significant differences were indicated in the findings
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for several of the components.

Of greatest interest relative

to the discussion of the conclusions are those for which a
significant correlation was also indicated (i.e., components
for which the high and low districts did differ and where that
difference was related to the academic achievement level of
the district).
District level responses.

Among the 62 components

to which superintendents were asked to respond, a significant
difference between the high and low achieving districts
accompanied by a significant correlation was found only for
one.

The two groups of respondents differed with respect to

the degree of importance placed on only one inservice characteristic in selecting or designing programs for their
principals.

The extent to which inservice programs should

relate to the "specific on-the-job needs" of principals was
perceived to be a more important consideration in the high
achieving districts than in the low achieving districts.

As

indicated in the literature review, the specificity of
inservice was consistently recognized among the characteristics of effective inservice programs in all of the studies
examined.
Principals' responses.

Among the 66 components to

whic-h principals were asked to respond, significant differ-·
ences between the high and low achieving districts accompanied by significant correlations were indicated for five.
These are interpreted as follows.
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1.

The responding principals in the high achieving

districts indicated greater frequency of participation
annually in administrative inservice programs than those in
the low achieving districts.
2.

The respon.ding principals in the high achieving

districts indicated that they receive inservice from principals more frequently than those in the low achieving districts.
3.

The responding principals in the high achieving

districts perceive themselves to be more involved in planning
inservice programs than those in the low achieving districts.
4.

The responding principals in the high achieving

districts indicated observation visits to other schools to
be a more effective inservice format relative to improving
job skills than those in the low achieving districts.
5.

The responding principals in the high achieving

districts perceived the extent to which decisions concerning
the content and format of inservice are made by principals
to be greater than those in the low achieving districts.
The differences between the high and low achieving
districts for the first four of these components were highly
significant as were the correlations for the first two.

The

real importance of the differences and relationships relative
to these components, however, lies in their thematic consistency.

Viewed in total, these components relate to

principal involvement in the planning and conducting of their
inservice activities.

These findings· appear to be consistent

with the emphasis of the research findings presented in
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Chapter 2·.
1.

That is, effective inservice programs:
Are supported by the administration; however,

participants should choose the program content and act as
helpers and planners.
2.

Include opportunities to observe others who have

mastered and are practicing the skills being taught.
Further, these findings present some evidence
supporting the American Association of School Administrators'
CAASA) claim that greater participation in professional
growth activities is associated with quality in the educational program.
Other significant differences.

Significant differ-

ences between the high and low achieving districts were
indicated for several additional components; however, the
accompanying correlations were not significant.

A signifi-

cant difference in the absence of a significant correlation
merely indicated that the two groups did differ with respect
to a particular component, but that there was no indication
that the difference was related to the pupil achievement
level of the district.

Although this condition weakens the

importance of these differences in the conclusions of the
study, there is an obligation to report them.
There was a significant difference in the district
level responses between the high and low achieving districts
with respect to the degree that principals are perceived to
be involved in planning inservice programs.

There was some

indication that principals in the high achieving districts
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were perceived by district administrators to-be more involved
than those in the low achieving districts; however, the nonsignificant correlation precludes this conclusion.
There were three components for which significant
differences between the high and low achieving districts
were indicated with respect to the principals' responses.
They were:
1.

The frequency with which principals participate

in inservice programs on a voluntary basis for professional
growth to improve job skills.
2.

The degree to which principals receive inservice

training from district administrators.
3.

The degree to which the inservice programs

attended by principals over the past four years have been
concrete and aimed at specific skills.
For each of these components, the relative value of
the group means suggested a greater degree or frequency in
the high achieving districts than in the low achieving districts.

Again, however, the absence of a significant

correlation coefficient precludes the drawing of such conclusions ..
District administrators'· responses correlated with
their principals' r-esponses.

Among the 48 matched components

for which the district administrators •· responses were correlated with their principals'· responses, significant relationships were indicated for four in the high achieving districts
and for seven in the low achieving districts.

The
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correlations between the district level perceptions and-those
of the principals were significant in both groups of districts
only in two instances.

There was a substantial difference

between the high and low achieving districts with respect to
the frequency with which principals receive inservice training
from college or university professors.

In the high achieving

districts an inverse relationship was indicated while in the
low districts a positive relationship was indicated for this
component.
The second component for which a significant correlation was indicated in both groups of districts concerned
the perceived importance of quantitative achievement information as one of the criteria for evaluating the principals'
job performance.

A highly significant positive correlation

between the district administrators' perceptions and that of
the principals was indicated in both groups of districts.
This was, in fact, the only component for which a substantial
correspondence between district administrators' perceptions
and principals' perceptions was found.
The remainder of the significant correlations occurred in either the high or the low achieving districts, but
not in both.

In the high achieving districts, a positive

relationship was indicated between the district administrators' perceptions and their principals •.· perceptions of the
degree to which group discussion and sharing among colleagues
is effective in improving the job performance of the principal.

The alignment of the district level and principals'
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views of this component appears to parallel the previous conclusion that principals in the high achieving districts
perceive themselves to be more involved in planning and
conducting their inservice activities than those in the low
achieving districts.
Only one other significant relationship between the
district administrators' responses and those of their
principals was indicated in the high achieving districts.
The data indicated a positive relationship relative to the
degree that specific performance objectives are perceived to
be important in the evaluation of the principals,, job performance.

It is of interest, at this point, to observe a

possible distinction between the high and low achieving
districts.
pals'

Of the three criteria for evaluating the princi-

job performance (i.e., specific performance objectives,

subjective appraisal of school climate indicators, and
quantitative achievement information), significant positive
correlations were indicated for two in the high achieving
districts and for one in the low achieving districts.

This

suggests the possibility that a more common perception of
the criteria used in evaluating the principals' performance
exists between the principals and district administrators
in the high achieving districts than in the low achieving
districts.
In the low achieving districts, significant correlations between the district administrators' responses and

240

those of their principals were indicated. for .the following
components:
1.

A highly significant positive relationship was

indicated with respect to the impact of principal inservice
training on the improvement of instruction in the school.
2.

A significant negative relationship was indicated

with respect to the district administrators' perceptions of
the focus of their inservice programs and their principals'
perceptions of their need for addi.tional training in human
relations and communication skills ..
3.

A highly significant positive relationship was

indicated with respect ·to the frequency that principals
receive inservice training from county office personnel.
4.

Significant positive relationships were indicated

with respect to the degree of importance that district admini·strators placed on two characteristics in designing or
selecting inservice programs for their principals and the
degree to which principals' perceived those characteristics
to have been present in the inservice programs experienced
over the past four years:

(al related to specific on-the-job

needs and Lbl continuous (.ongoing throughout the year).
The first two of these relationships present a noteworthy paradox.

Apparently, there is a positive corres-

pondence between the perceptions of district administrators
and their principals regarding the impact of principal
inservice on the improvement of instruction in the school.
On the other hand, there exists a pronounced lack of
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correspondence between-the focus of district inservice programs indicated by the district level administrators and the
areas of inservice need indicated by their principals.

Of

particular interest is the significant negative correspondence with respect to "human relations and communication
skills"--an area that has been cited as one of the emerging
critical competencies for principals.
Further, the reader will recall that the importance
of "related to specific on-the-job needs" as a consideration
in designing or selecting inservice programs for principals
was the only component for which there was both a significant
difference and a significant correlation between the high
and low achieving districts based on the superintendents'
survey.

It would appear that, while the district admini-

strators in the high achieving districts perceived this to be
a more important factor than those in the low achieving
districts, there was greater correspondence between the
district level and the principals' views regarding.this factor
in the low achieving districts.
The process of analyzing and synthesizing these conclusions precipitated one important observation.

There was

generally little correspondence between the perceptions of
the district administrators and those of their principals
concerning the need for and the practices pursuant to inservi.ce training for the principal..

Although some differences

between the high and low achieving districts were hypothesized, the predominant absence of correspondence between
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district level and principal-level views, as evidenced-by
the small number of significant correlations and the minute
correlation coefficients, generally, is of interest.

It has

been asserted in the literature that little congruence exists
between the perceptions of principals, superintendents,
school board members, professors of education and state education agency leaders about either the principals' job functions or their preparation priorities.

Insofar as inservice

training is concerned and with respect to this particular
group of respondents, the conclusions drawn from this study
present further evidence in support of that assertion.
Cautions Regarding the Interpretation
of the Conclusions
The reader is advised to observe four fundamental
cautions in interpreting the conclusions reached in this
investigation.

First, it must be recognized that the differ-

ences and relationships indicated in the findings and conelusions are not to be construed as causal.

A significant

difference between .the high and low achieving districts, for
example, simply indicated that the mean scores for the two
groups were different and that the probability was at least
.95 that the difference did not occur by chance.

Likewise,

a significant correlation merely indicated that some degree
of relationship existed between the responses and the
achievement category of the district and that the probability
that the relationship did not occur as the result of chance
was at least .95.
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Second, in drawing conclusions from research findings
involving population samples, the question of their generalizability must be addressed.

In that the focus of the study

was on two distinct and extreme groups of school districts,
the conclusions and their implications should be restricted
to those groups.
Further, the conclusions pertaining to the Phase One
(superintendents') survey are strengthened by the fact that
the total population of superintendents in both district
categories were included in the study.
ledged, however,

It must be acknow-

that approximately 25 percent of the total

population of principals in those districts were included in
Phase Two of the study.

Although the selection process was

designed to yield a representative sample, the question as
to whether the findings may have been different had a different group of principals been selected or if all of them had
been included must be considered.
The third caution re1<3.tes to the non-respondents in
the study.

It must be remembered that the findings and con-

clusions were based on the responses from 73 percent of the
district administrators and 75 percent of the sample of
principals.

Again, the question as to whether the findings

would have been different had all of the subjects responded
is a matter of conjecture.

In reviewing the groups of non-

respondents, no common characteristics in terms of district
size or location were observed.

It must also be recalled

that 8 percent of the non-responses in the sample of
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principals was due to the fa·ct that their schools were no
longer in existence.
Finally, considerable caution is recommended in
generalizing the conclusions resulting from the correlations
between.the district administrators' perceptions and those
of their principals.

It must be remembered that the number

of pairs of responses used for the computation of the coefficients was a function of two conditions:

(1) that responses

had been obtained from the district administrator and (2)
the number of responses obtained from the principals in those
districts.

In the high achieving districts, therefore, the

responses of 55 principals were correlated with nine district
administrators.

In the low achieving districts, the responses

of 60 principals were correlated with the responses of eleven
district administrators.
Implications for Further Study
The results of this investigation have provided some
general insights as to the extent to which two extreme
groups of school districts differ with respect to practices,
policies and perceptions concerning inservice training for
elementary principals.

The fact that the districts studied

represented the extremes with respect to student academic
achievement provided a basis for assessing the relationship
between the components concerning principal inservice and
pupil achievement.

In that the inservice training needs of

the elementary principal is an area to which attention and
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resources will continue to be devoted, much more must be
known about effective delivery strategies and, more importantly, the effects of inservice training on student achieve.ment.
At the culmination of a research study, it is common
for more questions to be raised than are answered.
study is no exception.

This

Five major implications for further

study in this area appear to emerge from the conclusions of
this investigation.
Rep~icate

Using a Larger Sample

The first implication for further study comes as the
result of the cautions which were indicated concerning the
interpretation of the conclusions.

There could be value in

challenging the conclusions drawn in this study regarding
the principals' needs and perceptions relative to inservice
training by a replication study in which a larger sample is
selected and/or a different method for selecting the sample
is used.

Ideally, the strength of the conclusions would be

enhanced by including all of the principals in the study.
Analyze Within Group Differences
With the knowledge that little difference exists
between the high and low achieving districts with respect
to the inservice components studied, the question arises
as to the relative degree to which the components are
employed or perceived within the groups of districts.
has been determined, for example, that no significant

It
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difference exists between the high and low·achieving districts with respect to the principals' perceptions of their
need for additional training in:
leadership skills;

(1) management skills;

(2)

( 3) instructional supervision skills;

(4)

research and evaluation skills; and (5) team building
skills.
---i

It has not been determined, however, if the princi-

pals' need for additional training in management skills
differs significantly from their need for additional training in instructional supervision skills within each of the
district groups.

Subjecting the data collected for this

investigation to statistical treatment involving within group
analysis of the variables would provide greater insight concerning the relative needs and perceptions of principals.

l

Examine Specifics of Principal Involvement
The third implication for further study arises from
the finding that the level of principal involvement and
participation in administrative inservice activities is
positively related to the pupil achievement level of the
district.

The fact that this characteristic has been

endorsed strongly as a factor related to effective inservice
programs in studies of teacher inservice suggests that it
should not be ignored.

Further study focusing on specific

practices concerning principal involvement in planning,
conducting, directing and participating in their inservice
activities relative to the high and low achieving districts
is highly recommended.

247
Apply Achievement Criteria to Schools
This investigation revealed, essentially, that there
was no significant relationship between the practices and
perceptions concerning principal inservice and the
ment level of the district.

achieve~

A question arises as to whether

this would also be found if the achievement criteria were
applied to schools rather than districts.

A study repli-

cating the Phase Two portion of this study would be meaningful
if the independent variables (high achieving and low achieving) were based on the identification of individual schools
throughout the state.

The C.A.P. score criteria used for

this investigation could be applied at the school level as
the basis of identification.

Such a study would focus on the

differences and relationships that exist between two extreme
groups of schools with respect to principals' needs and perceptions as they relate to inservice training.
Search for Other Differentiating Factors
The final implication for further study, perhaps, is
the most fundamental and, yet, the most elusive.

This

study has determined that district practices, approaches
and perceptions pursuant to inservice training for elementary
principals are not among the major factors differentiating
the high achieving districts from the low achieving districts.

What, then, are the discriminating factors related

to these extreme groups of districts?

Other variables must

be examined in order to address this question.

For example,
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the comparison score bands for the district score on the
C.A.P. test were used as the basis for identifying the high
and low achieving districts in order to control certain
socioeconomic variables.

However, in observing the locations

throughout the state of the districts that qualified for each
of the categories, factors relating to the economic base
of the area in which the district is located appear to be
worthy of investigation.
Furthe~

a study wherein the demographic character-

istics used descriptively in this investigation are treated
as vari.ables may provide a clearer. understanding of the differences between the high and low achieving districts.

A

study to determine the differences that exist between the
high and low achieving districts with respect to such factors as:

(_1)

the experience background of the principal;

(_2) the pre-service training (substance and time of completion) of the principal;

(31 the setting of the school;

C4 )_ the number of personnel the principal supervises; and

CSl the number of supervisory personnel (line of authority)
between the principal and superintendent may yield more
insight regarding the administrative factors that relate to
pupil academic achievement ..
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High Achieving School Districts:
Type, Number
of Elementary Sites, District A.D.A •. and
Comparison Score Band Reference

Dist.

Number of Elementary
Sites

Type

District
A.D. A•.

Corrparison **
Score Band

1

Joint Unified

4 (K-6)
1 (K-3)
1 (4-6)

K-12:
5164

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

2*

Elementary

21 (K-6)

K-8:
18,101

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

3*

unified

10
2
2
1

(K-6)
:(,K-3)
(1-6)
(4-6)

K-12:
13,450

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

4

Unified

K-12:
3263

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

5*

Elementary

10 (K-6)

K-8:
5383

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

6

Elementary

6 (K-6)

K-8:
2797

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

7

Union Elementary

K-8:
12,074

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

8*

Unified

K-12:
2381

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

*Districts selected
**A indicates above

3 (K-6)

19 (K-6)
1 (K-3)
1 (4-6)
3 (2-6)
1 (1-6)
1 (K-1)

for survey of principals (Phase 'lW:l) •
ccmparison score band; W indicates within the band.
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High Achieving School Districts (continued)
9

Elementacy

6 (K-6)

K-8:
2400

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

10

Elementacy

5 (K-6)

K-8:
1751

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

ll

Elementacy

1
1
1
1

(K-3)
(K-4)
(4-8)
(5-8)

K-8:
ll68

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

12

Elerrentacy

1 (K-3)
1 (K-6)
1 (4-8)

K-8:
490

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

13

Elerrentacy

10 (K-8)

K-8:
6582

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

14

Elementacy

26 (K-6)
2 (1-6)

K-6:
13,282

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

15

Unified

15 (K-6)
1 (1-6)

K-12:
16,101

A-Reading
A-Nath
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

16

Unified

8 (K-6)

K-12:
7632

A-Reading
A-Math
A-writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

17 *

Elementary

3 (K-6)
1 (K-3)
1 ( 4-6)

K-8:
2863

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

18

Elerrentacy

8 (K-6)

K-6:
3970

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling
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High Achieving Districts (continued)
19

Elementary

21 tK-6)

K-6:
ll,343

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

20

Elementary

5 (K-6)

K-6:
3280

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

21

Elerrentary

6 (K-6)

K-8:
3260

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

22 *

Elementary

3 (K-6)

K-8:
1035

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

23 *

Union ElementaJ::y

5 (K-6)

K-6:
1964

A-Reading
A-Math
A-writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

24

Elementa.zy

9 (K-6)

K-6:
3900

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

25

Joint Unified

2
1
1
1
1

K-12:
1361

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

26

Elementary

4 (K-6)

K-8:
2031

A-Reading
A-Math
A-writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

27

Union Elementa.zy

4 (K-6)

K-8:
2206

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
w-Spelling

---j

(K-6)
(K-1)
(K-5)
(K-3)
(2-7)
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High Achieving School Districts (continued)
28

Union ElerrentaJ:y

2 (K-5)
1 (6 only)

K-8:
1888

A-Reading
W-M3.th
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

29 *

Union EleroentaJ:y

2 (K-4)
1 (5-6)

K-8:
1320

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
w-spelling

30 *

Unified

13 (K-6)
1 (K-8)

K-12:
8928

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
W-Spelling

31

Elerrentary

19 (K-6)

K-8:
13,479

W-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

32

Unified

3 (K-6)
1 (K-3)
1 (4-6)

K-12:
4344

A-Reading
A-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
W-Spelling

33

Union Elerrentary

17 (K-6)

K-6:
6925

A-Reading
W-Math
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

34

Elerrentary

15 (K-6)

K-8:
8060

W-Reading
A-M3.th
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

35 *

Elerrentary

5 (K-6)

K-6:
1719

W-Reading
A-M3.th
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

36

Elerrentary

ll (K-8)
12 (K-6)

K-8:
10,582

W-Reading
A-M3.th
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

37

ElerrentaJ:y

4 (K-6)

K-8:
2412

w-Reading
A-M3.th
A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

~

i
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High Achieving School Districts (continued)
Unified

38

52 (K-6)
2 (K-8)

K-12:
46,804

A-Reading
A-Math

A-Writ. Exp.
W-Spelling
Unified

39

~

i

6 (K-8)

K-12:
2350

40

W-Math

A-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

.,.

J

A-Reading

Unified

9 (K-6)

K-12:
6137

A-Reading
A-Math

W-Writ. Exp.
A-Spelling

!

1
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Low Achieving School Districts: Type, Number
of Elementary Sites, District A.D.A. and
Comparison Score Band Reference

Dist.

Number of Elanentary

Type

Sites

District
A.D.A

canparison **
Score Band

1

Joint Unified

4 (K-8)
1 (1-8)

K-12:
1232

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

2*

Unified

2 (K-6)
1 (K-3)

K-12:
1442

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

3

Union Elementary

3 (K-8)
1 (K-5)

K-8:
1409

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

4*

Elementary

3 (K-6)
1 (K-3)
1 (4-6)

K-8:
3071

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

5*

Unified

6 (K-6)

K-12:
12,268

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

6

Elementary

10 (K-6)
6 (K-8)
1 (K-4)

K-8:
9310

B-Reading
B-Math
B-writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

7*

Unified

10
1
1
2

K-12:
14,275

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

8*

Elementary

K-8:
3952

B-Reading
B-Math
B-writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

*Districts Selected
**B indicates below

(K-6)
(K-3)
(4-6)
(K-7)

5 (K-6)
1 (K-8)

for survey of principals (Phase '&D) •
canparison score band; W indicates within the band.
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Low Achieving School Districts (continued)
9

UJ.ified

47
1
1
1
1

(K-6)
(K-3)
(4-6)
(K-8)
(6 only)

K-12:
60,787

B-Reading
B-.Math
B-writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

10

Elementary

3 (K-6)

K-8:
1865

B-Reading
B-.Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

11

Unified

9 (k-6)

K-12:
11,329

B-Reading
B-.Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

12

Unified

18 (K-7)
1 (K-5)

K-12:
24,723

B-Reading
B-.Math
B-writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

13

Unified

3 (K-8)
1 (K-6)

K-12:
677

B-Reading
B-.Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Bpelling

14

Elementary

5 (K-6)

K-8:
4400

B-Reading
B-.Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

15 *

Unified

7 (K-6)
1 (K-9)

K-12:
6269

B-Reading
B-.Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

16 *

Unified

11 (K-6)

K-12:
15,568

B-Reading
B-.Math
B-writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

17

Elementary

K-8:
10,300

B-Reading
B-.Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

5
4
1
2

(K-6)
(K-3)
(K,3-6)
(K, 4-6)
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Low Achieving School Districts (continued)

18*

Elerrentary

4 (K-3)
2 (4-6)
1 (K-6)

K-8:
2895

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

19

Unified

6 (K-4)
3 (5-8)

K-12:
9377

B-Reading
B-Math
B-writ. Exp.
W-Spe11ing

20 *

Unified

5 (K-6)

K-12:
5691

B-Reading
W-Math
B-writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

21

Elementary

25 (K-6)

K-8:
17,417

B-Reading
W-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spe11ing

22 *

Elerrentary

2 (K-3)
1 (4-6)

K-8:
1682

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
W-Spe11ing

23

Unified

11 (K-6)

K-12:
9847

W-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spe11ing

24

Unified

5 (K-6)

K-12:
3758

B-Reading
W-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spe11ing

25

Unified

11 (K-6)

K-12:
:1:0,025

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
W-Spe11ing

K-8:
4372

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
w-spe11ing

K-12:
20,248

B-Reading
w-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spe11ing

~

1 (K-8)

26

Elementary

27

Unified

9 (K-6)

22 (K-6)
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Low Achieving School Districts (continued)
28

Unified

9 (K-6)

K-12:
8134

B-Reading
W-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

29 *

union Elementru:y

4 (K-6)

K-8:
1858

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
W-Spelling

30

Elementary

8 (K-6)
2 (K-3)
2 (4-6)

K-8:
5153

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
W-Spelling

31

Unified

14 (K-6)

K-12:
17,422

B-Reading
W-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

32

Unified

4 (K-6)
1 (1-6)

K-12:
2782

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
~'/-Spelling

33

Unified

6 (K-6)

K-12:
4417

B-Reading
w-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
B-Spelling

34 *

Unified

2 (K-4)
1 (5-6)

K-12:
3672

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
W-Spelling

35

Unified

3 (K-8)

K-12:
1350

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
W-Spelling

36

Unified

3 (K-8)
2 (1-8)

K-12:
1630

W-Reading
B-Math
B-writ. Exp.
B-Spelling
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Low Achieving School Districts (continued)
37

Unified

4
3
1
2
1

(K-4)
(K-3)
(K-4)
(4-6)
(5-6)

K-12:
8481

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
W-Spelling

38

Elementary

1
1
1
1

(K-4)
(K,S-8)
(1-6)
(K-3)

K-8:
1170

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
w-spelling

39

Elementary

5 (K-6)
1 (K only)

K-12: ·
6210

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
W-gpelling

40

Elementary

4 (K-6)

K-8:
1660

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
w-spelling

41

Unified

K-12:
19,287

B-Reading
B-Math
B-Writ. Exp.
W-Spelling

-

J
!'

20 (K-6)

APPENDIX B
PHASE ONE (SUPERINTENDENTS') SURVEY
INSTRUMENT AND ACCOMPANYING LETTERS
OF TRANSMITTAL
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UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC

BUREAU OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND FIELD SERVICES
SCHOOL OF EDUCA'J.'ION

Stoekto:n,

C'al:tforn.i~J.

f•'oun.de{l1.85l

95211

Dear Fellow Educator:
You will find enclosed a survey pertaining to public school district
approaches to the inservice training of elementary school principals and
the outcomes of that training. Your candid response is crucial to the
success of this research.
The data received by Richard Sparks, Jr., the principal
investigator of this project, will allow the analysis of inservice practices
as
they
impinge
upon instructional programs
and professional
development.
The results of the study will bring new insights to
education.

1

L

Your participation will be much appreciated.
Sincerely,

10:~-CJ~
Michael B. Gilbeqt
Director

MBG/mam

270
1057 E. Los Altos
Fresno, California 93710
June 15, 1983

The enclosed survey is part of a statewide doctoral study
to determine the approaches that are used and the perceptions
that exist among selected California school districts
regarding inservice training for elementary principals.
The building principal is recognized to be a key figure in
establishing and improving the quality of instruction.
During recent years, however, the roles and functions of the
principal have changed considerably. As a result, increasing
demands for new skills and competencies have created keen
interest in principal inservice training across the nation.
The results of this study will provide needed insight into:
(1) the nature of the approaches used in California school
districts relative to principal inservice training and (2)
the relationships between principal inservice approaches
and quality of instruction.
Your responses on the enclosed survey will be most appreciated.
The average time required for the respondents in the
pilot study was seventeen (17) minutes. Because the selection
process resulted in a relatively small and precise sample,
a high .rate of return is essential.
If possible, please complete the survey prior to June 28, 1983 and return it in the
stamped, self-addressed envelope provided.
Other phases of
the research cannot be carried out until I complete the
analysis of this survey data.
I would welcome any comments that you may ·have concerning
any aspects of principal inservice training not covered by
the instrument.
I will be pleased to send you a summary of
the results of the study if you desire.
Thank you for your time and effort.
Sincerely yours,

Richard K. Sparks, Jr.
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1057.E. Los Altos
Fresno, California 93710
July 5, 1983

This is just a reminder.
From the survey concerning principal inservice training which
reached you -- I hope -- about three weeks ago, I have had
no reply.
Perhaps the survey was mislaid, or it may have miscarried in the mail, or any one of a number of contingencies
could have happened.
In any event, I am enclosing another copy of the survey.
Knowing how busy all of us are these days, I hope that you
will be able to find fifteen minutes in your busy schedule to
respond to the items. Because the sample is relatively small,
your response is crucial to the meaningfulness of this study.
It would be most appreciated if you would complete the survey
and return i t in the enclosed stamped, self-addressed envelope
prior to July 14, 1983. The survey may be completed by a
district administrator other than the superintendent if you
·desire; hopefully one who is supervisory over building principals.
If you are unable to or do not wish to respond to the
items, please indicate so on the back of the survey and return
i t anyway.
Thank you for your time and effort.
Sincerely yours,

Richard K. Sparks, Jr.

SURVEY OF
VISTRICT APPROACHES ANV PERCEPTIONS
REGARDING INSERVICE TRAINING FOR
ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS

This survey is designed to determine what approaches are used and what
perceptions exist among selected California school districts with respect
to inservice training as it relates to ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS.
The focus of the survey is on procedures and practices emp 1oyed in your
district to: (1) determine the inservice needs and priorities for your
principals, (2) provide inservice training programs, and (3) evaluate the
results of principal inservice programs.

******* ******
Your candid responses will be appreciated and will be treated with strictest
confidence. Districts will be identified only by code and only for the
purpose of statistical analysis. Districts WILL NOT be identified in the
report of the study.

DISTRICT CODE: _ _ _ _ _ _ _
DISTRICT BUDGET:

"'-$_ _ _ _ _ _

OF ELEMENTARY SITES:
Do not include Middle
School (6-8)
NU~1BER

DISTRICT A.D. A.=-----.,...-(GENERAL FUND)

PER A.D.A.:$z....___

K-6

K-8

K-7

K-3

K-5

4-6

1-6

_._5-8

__6 only

K-4

_K only

OTHER (:Specify} _ _ _ _ _ __

POSITION TITLE OF THE PERSON
COMPLETING THIS SURVEY: _ _ _ ___;,_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _.,.-_ _ _ _ _ __
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DIRECTIONS: For each item, please circle the response that best represents
your perception of inservice training as it relates to your elementary
principals from a district level perspective for the school years 1978
through 1981.
PART I:
1.

NEED AND PLANNING FOR ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL INSERVICE

In your district, to what extent do you perceive the need for principal
inservice training?
GREAT
MODERATE
LITTLE
NONE
1

2.

2

3

4

With respect to inservice training for your principals, has your
district:
a .. Conducted a needs assessment?

YES

NO

b.

Engaged in long range planning?

YES

NO

c.

Set specific goals?

YES

NO

d.

Assigned specific personnel to plan and
implement principal inservice training?

YES

NO

3. What do you· tons.id.er to be the role of district administrators with
respect to principal inservice training in yo-ur district?
VERY IMPORTANT
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANl
NOT IMPORTANT··
1

2

3

a.

Assess the inservice needs of principals

1

2

3

4

b.

Develop principal inservice programs

1

2

3

4

c.

Implement principal inservice programs

1

2

3

4

d.

Help each principal determine hisiher own
training needs

1

2

3

4

Provide information to principals regarding
inservice programs available

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Evaluate the outcomes of principal inservice
programs

1

2

3

4

Other (Specify)

1

2

3

4

e.
f.

g.
h.

Provide opportunities ·for principals to
·participate in inservice programs (e.g.,
released time, funding, etc.)
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4.

In your district, are there written Board policies and/or
administrative rules and regulations that pertain to
principal inservice training?

YES

NO

stipulate certain requirements regarding
inservice training for principals?

YES

NO

stress the value of continuing professional
development for principals?

YES

NO

encourage principals to participate in inservice
programs?

YES

NO

address the procedures for obtaining approval
and/or funding for conference or other inservice
program attendance?

YES

NO

If your response is NO, please proceed to item 5.
If your response is YES, do they:
a.
b.
c.
d.

5. What do you consider to be the degree of influence of each of the. following
groups in determining your district priorities for principal inservice
training?
SOME
LITTLE
2

3

a.

District administrators

1

2

3

4

b.

Principals

1

2

3

4

c.

District resource personnel

1

2

3

4

d.

Outside consultants

1

2

3

4

e.

Other (Specify)

1

2

3

4

6. What do you consider to be the impact of the following in the determination
of your priorities for principal inservice training?
SOME
LITTLE
NONE
2.

4

3

a.

Legislation

1

2

3

4

b.

Court decisions

1

2

3

4

c.

Pub 1i c press

1

2

3

4

d.

Collective bargaining (teachers" unions)

1

2

3

4

e.

Governing board

1

2

3

4

f.

Parents

1

2

3

4

g.

Professional Literature

1

2

3

4

h.

Professional organizations

1

2

3

4
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7. To what degree are the following procedures used in determining the
priorities for principal inservice training in your district?
SOME
LITTLE
M~CH

I

a.
b.
c.

d.

Needs assessment procedures
relative to district goals

I

2

2

3

4

Formal survey of principals
regarding their inservice needs

1

2

3

4

Informal appraisal of the training
needs of principals by district
administrators

1

2

3

4

Each principal determines his/her own
inservice training needs and ~riorities

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

(S~ecif,:t)

To what degree are the following groups involved in planning the inservice
programs for your principals?
SOME
LITTLE
(M~CH
N~NE
2

I

3

a.

District administrators

1

2

3

4

b..

Princi~als

1

2

3

4

c.

District resource

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

~ersonnel

d. .outside consultants
e.
PART II:
9.

4

3

1

e. Other
8.

I

NONE

Other

(S~eci f~)

CONTENT OF ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL INSERVICE PROGRAMS

To what degree is the CONTENT of your principal inservice training programs:·

IM~CH

SOtlE

LITTLE

2

3

I N~NE I

a. based on the individual needs of each
~riricipal?

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

b. based on the total group needs of your
erinci~als?
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10.

Of how much importance are each of the following reasons for providing
inservice training for your principals?
~~M~~~C~H~~S~O~~~E~~L~I~~~TL~E~~N~~N~E,

a.

Curriculum project implementation

1

2

3

4

b.

Special program implementation
(e.g., Chapter I, S.I.P., etc.)

1

2

3

4

Development of theoretical concepts
and applications of research findings

1

2

3

4

Personal development (e.g., time
management, stress management, etc.)

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

c.
d.

e. Other (Specify}
11.

To what degree do the inservice training programs for your principals
focus on the following competency areas?
SOME

LITTLE
•3

2

a.

Management skills

1

2

3

4

b.

Leadership skills

1

2

3

4

c.

Instructional supervision skills

1

2

3.

4

d.

Research and evaluation· skills

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

e. Human relations/communication skills
f.

Political/cultural awareness skills

1

2

3

4

g.

Personal development (e.g., time management,
stress management, etc.)

1

2

.3

4

Other (Specify)

1

2

3

4

h.

PART III: FORMAT USED FOR ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL INSERVICE TRAINING
12.

How often do your principals receive their inservice training from each
of the following groups?
Sm1ETIMES

SELDOt1

2

3

a.

Principals

1

2

3

4

b.

District administrators

1

2

3

4

c.

District resource personnel

1

2

3

4
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d.

College or university professors

1

2

3

4

e.

County office personnel·

1

2

3

4

f.

Professional organization staff personnel

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

g. State Department personnel ·
13.

In your judgement, how important is each of the following objectives in
selecting or designing inservice programs for your principals?
VERY IMPORTANT S0~1EWHAT IMPORTANT LITTLE IMPORTANCE NOT I~1PORTANT
1

a.

4

1

2

3

4

The degree to which they provide opportunities
for principals to practice new skills and
receive feedback

1

2

3

4

The degree to which they are individualized
to address the needs of each participant

1

2

3

4

The degree to which they relate to specific
on-the-job needs

1

2 .

3

4

The degree to which they are continuous
(on-going throughout the year)

1

2

3

4

The degree to which they include
opportunities to observe other principals
who have mastered and are practicing the skills
being taught

1

2

3

4

The degree to which they are held within
the district rather than elsewhere

1

2

3

4

h •. The reputation of the individual or
organization presenting the inservice

1

2

3

4

1. Other (Specify)

1

2

3

.4

c.
d.
e.
f,

g.

In your judgement, what is the effectiveness or impact of each of the
following inservice formats on improving the job performance of your
principals?
GREAT IMPACT
SOME U1PACT
LITTLE IMPACT
NO IMPACT
1

I

3

The degree to which they are concrete and
aimed at specific skills

b.

14.

2

.- a.

.J

b.
c.

2

4

3

Attendance at professional conferences
or workshops

1

2

3

4

Staff meetings centering on specific
issues or problems

1

2

3

4

College or University courses

1

2

3

4
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d. Individual conferences between
ertnci~als and su~ervisors

1

2

3

4

e. Observation visits to other sites

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

g. Reading the erofessional 1i terature

1

2

3

4

h. Other ( Seecify)

1

2

3

4

f. Groue discussion and sharing among

PART IV:

~eers

ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL INVOLVEMENT IN INSERVICE PROGRAMS

15. How active do you consider your principals to be in participating in
principal inservice programs?
EXTREMELY ACTIVE
SOMEWHAT ACTIVE
NOT VERY ACTIVE
UNABLE TO DETERI1INE
1

16.

.2

3

4

How do your principals become involved in i nservi ce programs?
SELDOM
SOME~IMES
OFIEN

I

I

a.

r

NEVER
4

3

Voluntary basis
(erincieal 'sown initiative)

1

2

3

4

Encouragement and direction
from district administration

1

2

3

4

c.

Reguired bl district administration

1

2

3

4

d.

Other (Seecifl)

1

2

3

4

b.

17. What is the frequency with which the following time and funding
arrangements are used when principals participate in inservice programs?
IOFIEN.

18.

I SOME~IMES

SE~DOM

I NE~ER

a.

On district ti me/eri ncipa 1 eays exeenses

1

2

3

4

b.

On .district time/district eays exeenses

1

2

3

4

c.

Not on district

1

2

3

4

d.

Not on district time/district pays

1

2

3

4

time/~rincipal

eays expenses
expense~

To what extent is released time for principals to participate in inservice
programs authorized annually in your district?
MORE THAN 6 DAYS
1

3 TO 6 DAYS
2

1 TO 2 DAYS
3

NONE

INDEFINITE

4

5
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PART V:
19.

EVALUATION OF ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL INSERVICE PROGRAMS

In your judgement, to what extent does the improvement of the job performance
of principals resulting from inservice participation have a direct impact on
the improvement of instruction in your schoo 1s?
MUCH
SOME
LITTLE
NONE
UNABLE TO DETERMINE
1

20.

2

4

3

5

To what extent are the following methods used in your district in determining
the quality of principal inservice programs?
r.~M~~~C~H~~s~~~M~E~~L~I~~~TL~E~~N~E~~E~R,

a.

Unsolicited feedback from principals
(e.g., comments concerning inservice
brought up in conversation, etc.)

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

Direct observation of increased
competence in the principal's job
skills b~ supervisors

1

2

3

4

Other ( Speci f~)

1

2

3

.4

b. Solicited feedback from principals
(e.g., critiques, questionnaires,
. evaluation forms, etc.)
c.

d.

l

21.

In your judgement, what is the relationship between the job performance
of the principal and his/her level of participation in inservice programs?
STRONGLY AGREE
AGREE
UNDECIDED. DISAGREE
STRONGLY DISAGREE
1

2

3

4

a. More effective principals appear to be
more active in seeking and participating
in inservice programs.
b.

c.

d.

e.

5

1

2

3

4

5

More effective principals appear to be
less active in seeking and participating
in inservice programs.

1

2

3

4

5

Less effective principals appear to be
more active in seeking a~d participating
in inservice programs.
·

1

2

3

4

5

Less effective principals appear to be less
active in seeking and participating in
i nservi ce programs.·

1

2

3

4

5

There does not appear to be any
relationship.

1

2

3

4

5

..
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22. What is the relative importance given to each of the following in
evaluating the performance. of your principals?
M~CH SOME LITTLE

I

a.

b.

I

2

3

N~NE

I

Each pri nci pa 1 functions according to a
specific set of performance objectives
b~ which he/she is evaluated.

1

2

3

4

Subjective appraisal of such school climate
indicators as: a smooth running school,
absence of overt problems, absence of parent
or staff complaints, appearance of the
facility, staff morale, etc.

1

2

3

4

scores, student honors and awards, etc.)

1

2

3

4

Other ( S11ecify)

1

2

3

4

c. Quantitative achievement information
(e.g., achievement test scores, C.A.P.
d.

***** ******
THANK YOU for taking the time to complete this survey.
Any comments you may wish to make concerning inservice training for principals
are welcome.

-·
If you desire an abstract of this study' upon completion, please indicate your
name and address below.

APPENDIX C
PHASE TWO (PRINCIPALS') SURVEY INSTRUMENT
AND ACCOMPANYING LETTERS OF TRANSMITTAL
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1057 E. Los Altos
Fresno, CA 93710
October 15, 1983

Dear Fellow Principal:
May I have

a

few minutes of your time?

The enclosed survey is part of a statewide doctoral study to
qetermine the perceptions and needs of elementary school principals with respect to administrative inservice training.
The building principal is recognized to be the key figure in
establishing and improving the quality of instruction in the
school. During recent years, however, the roles and functions
of the principal have changed considerably. As a result, increasing demands for new skills and competencies have created
keen interest in principal inservice training across the nation.
The results of this study will provide needed insight into:
(1) the inservice needs perceived by elementary principals;(2) the nature of principal participation in inservice programs;
(3) the effectiveness of various formats used to provide inservice training for principals; and (4) the nature of district
level involvement in staff development for principals. This ·
study is highly relevant, particularly in view of the recently
passed education reform legislation -- SB 813.
Your responses on the enclosed survey will be most appreciated.
The average time required for the respondents in the pilot
study was fifteen (15) minutes.
Because the selection process
resulted in a relatively small and precise sample, a high
rate of return is essential. If possible, please complete
the survey prior to October 28, 1983 and return it in the
stamped, self-addressed envelope provided. Other phases of
the research cannot be carried out until I complete the analysis of this survey data.
I would welcome any comments that you may have concerning
any aspects of principal inservice not covered by the 1nstrument. I will be pleased to send you a summary of the
results of the study if you desire.
I am grateful for your time and effort.
Sincerely yours,
R1chard K. Sparks, Jr.
. .•
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1057 E. Los Altos
Fresno, CA 93710
November 4, 1983

Dear Fellow Principal:
This is just a reminder.
From the survey concerning principal inservice training which
reached you -- I hope -- about three weeks ago, I have had no
reply. Perhaps the survey was mislaid, or it may have miscarried in the mail, or any one of a number of· contingencies
could have happened.
In any event, I am enclosing another copy of the survey.
Knowing how busy all of us are these days, I hope that you will
be able to find fifteen minutes in your busy schedule to respond
to the items. Because the sample is relatively small, your
response is crucial to the meaningfulness of this study.
It would be·most appreciated if you would complete.the survey
and return it in the stamped, self-addressed envelope prior to
November 16, 1983. If you are unabie to or do not wish to respond to the items, please indicate so on the back of the survey
and return it anyway.
Thank you for your time and effort.
Sincerely yours,

Richard K. Sparks, Jr.
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SURVEY OF PRINCIPAL PERCEPTIONS
REGARVING AVMINISTRATIVE INSERVICE TRAINING
The purpose of this survey is to determine what perceptions exist among
elementary principals regarding certain aspects of administrative inservice
training for principals.
The focus of the survey_ is on your perceptions of: (1) the need for principal
inservice training; (2) the basis and extent of your participation in principal inservice programs; (3) the nature of district involvement in staff
development for principals; and (4) the effectiveness of principal inservice
programs.
Your candid responses will be appreciated and will be treated with strictest
confidence. Surveys will be identified only by code and only for the purpose
of statistical analysis. Individuals, schools and districts WILL NOT be
identified in the report of the study.

****** ** **
DIRECTIONS: For each item, please circle the letter of the response that best
represents your perception of .principal inservice training as it relates to
your practice as a site administrator.
1.

How long have you served as an elementary principal?
C) 4 to 6 years
E) more than 10 years
A) less than 1 year
D)
7
to
10
years
B) 1 to 3 years

2.

How long have you served as principal at your present site?
C) 4 to 6 yea·rs
E) more than 10 years
A) less than 1 year
D) 7 to 10 years
B) 1 to 3 years

3.

What is your most advanced college or university degree?
C) Ed.D. or Ph.D.
A) BA or BS
D) ether (specify)
B)MAorMS

4.

Which
A)
B)
C)
D)
E)

of the following administrative credentials do you hold?
Elementary Administrative (pre-Fisher)
General Administrative (pre-Fisher)
General Administrative (Fisher Bill)
Administrative Service Credential (Ryan)
Administrative Service Credential by examination (Ryan)
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5.

How would you classify your school?
A) rural
B) suburban C) urban

PART I: NEED FOR PRINCIPAL INSERVICE
6.

To what degree do you feel that administrative inservice programs for
elementary principals are needed?
A) great need B) some need C) little need D) no need E) undecided

7.

To what.extent do you feel a need for additional inservice training in each
of the following skill areas in order to increase your effectiveness as a
site administrator?
SCALE:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

B.

A) MUCH

B) SOME

C) LITTLE

D) NONE

E) UNDECIDED

Management skills
Leadership skills
Instructional supervision skills
Research and evaluation skills
Human relations/communication skills
Political/cultural awareness skills
Team building skills
Personal development (e.g., time management,
stress management, etc.)
Other (specify)

A
A
A
A

.B
B
B
B

C
C
C
C

D
D
D
D

E
E
E
E

A
A
A

B
B
B

C
C
C

D
D
D

E
E
E

A
A

B
B

C
C

D
D

E
E

To what degree do you feel that your administrative training needs are
being met through the inservice opportunities and programs presently
·available to you?
A) more than adequately
C) less than adequately E) undecided
B) adequately
D) not at all

PART II: PARTICIPATION IN PRINCIPAL INSERVICE
9.

How frequently do you participate .in administrative inservice activities
during the year?
A)
B)
C)
D)
E)

regularly scheduled (e.g., weekly, monthly, etc.)
frequently (more than 7 times a year)
occasionally (4 to 7 times a year)
seldom (1 to 3 times a year)
never
·,..
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10. How frequently does each. of the following represent the basis of your
participation in administrative inservice programs?
SCALE: A) OFTEN

B) OCCASIONALLY

C) SELDOM

D) NEVER E) UNDECiDED

a.

Voluntary basis (your own initiative) for
salary increment and/or promotional opportunities
b. Voluntary basis for professional growth
to im~rove xour job skills
c. Encouragement and direction from district
administrators
d. Reguired bx district administration
e. Required by staff development component
objectives specified in categorical programs
(e.g. 2 Cha~ter I, SIP, etc.)
f. Other (s~ecif~)

11.

A

B

c

D

E

A

B

c

D

E

A
A

B
B

c
c

D
D

E
E

A
A

B

c
c

D
D

E
E

B

Have you partic.ipated in a formal, structured staff development program
for principals during the past four years which is:
YES NO
a. administered and im~lemented by your schoo·l district?
b. administered by the State Department of Education
such as: Federal Teacher Corps Center, State
School Resource Center, or Professional Development
and Program Im~rovement Center (PDIC)?
YES NO
YES NO
c. administered b~ a county de~artment of education?
d. administered by a professional organization such
as ACSA's Professional Development Program (PDP)
YES 1':0
or Project Leadership?
YES NO
e. s~onsored by a college or university?
YES NO
f. other (specify)

12. How frequently do you receive forma 1 or informa·l inservice training from
members of the following groups?

SCALE: A) OFTEN
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

h.

B) OCCASIONALLY

C) SELDOM

Fellow ~rincipals
District administrators
District resource ~ersonnel
College or universit~ professors
Countx office personnel
Professional organization staff personnel
State Department personnel
Other (s ~eci fl)
•.

D) NEVER E) UNDECIDED
·A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

B

B
B
B
B
B
B
B

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

E
E
E

E
E
E
E
E
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13.

Are you now or have you been involved in a principals' consortium
or principals' center?
A) Yes
B) No

14.

How·often do you participate in staff development activities designed
primarily for teachers?
A) Often B) Occasionally C) Seldom D) Never E) Undecided

15.

To what extent does each of the following represent an obstacle to your
participation ·in principal inservice activities?
SCALE:

A) MUCH B) SOME

C) liTTLE

D) NONE

a.
b.
c.

Lack of time
Lack of funds
Lack of access to programs that meet your
needs
d. Lack of availability of practical or relevant
inservice programs
e. Other (specify}
PART III:

E) UNDECIDED

A

B

C

D E

·A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

A B

C

D E

A

C

D

B

DISTRICT INVOLVEMENT IN PRINCIPAL INSERVICE

16.

To what extent do you consider staff development for principals to be a
priority in your distric.t?
A) Much
B) Some C) Little
D) None
E) Undecided

17.

To what extent are the following procedures used in your district to
determine the content of principal inservice training?
SCALE:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

E

A) MUCH

B) SOME

C) LITTLE

D) NONE

Needs assessment procedures relative to
district goals
Formal survey of principals regarding their
i nservi ce needs
Informal appraisal of the training needs
of principals b~ district administrators
Each principal determines his/her own
training needs
Other {s peci f~)

E) UNDECIDED
•

A

B

c

D

E

A

B

c

D

E

A

B

c

D

E

A
A

B

c
c

D
D

E
E

B
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18.

To what extent are the following groups involved in planning the
principal inservice programs in your district?
SCALE:

A) MUCH

B) SOME

C) LITTLE

D) NONE

a.
b.

PrinciJ:!als
District administrators
c. District resource J:!ersonnel
d. Outside consultants (to include county
office, professional organization
J:!ersonnel, State De2artment 2ersonnel, etc.)
e. Other (sJ:!ecift)

19.

A
A
A

B
B
B

c
c
c

D
D
D

E
E
E

A
A

B
B

c
c

D
D

E
E

To what extent does your district administration perform the following
functions with respect to principal inservice training?
SCALE:
a.
b.
c.
d•.
e.
f.
g.
h.

PART IV:
20.

E) UNDECI OED

A) MUCH

B) SOME

C) LITTLE

D) NONE

Assess the inservice needs of princiJ:!als
Develop inservice 2rograms
Implement inservice programs
Help each principal determine his/her
own training needs
Provide information to principals regarding
inservice programs available
Provide opportunities for principals to
participate in inservice programs (e.g.,
released time, funding, etc.)
Evaluate the outcomes of principal inservice
programs
Other (SJ:!ecify)

E) UNDECIDED

A B
A B
·A B

C
C
C

D
D
D

E
E
E

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

A B

C

D E

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

EFFECTIVENESS OF PRINCIPAL INSERVICE PROGRAMS

In your judgement, to what extent does the improvement of your job
performance as a result of your ~articipation in principal inservice
programs have a direct impact on the improvement of instruction in
your s choo 1?
A) Much

B) Some

C) Little

D) None

E) Undecided

..•
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21.

To what extent does each of· the following inservice formats contribute
directly to the improvement of your job skills?
SCALE:

A) MUCH

B) SOME

C) LITTLE

D) NONE

E) UNDECIDED

a. Attendance at professional conferences
or workshops
b. Staff meetings centering on specific
issues or problems
c. College or university courses
d. Individual conferences between you and
your supervisor( s)
e. Observation visits to other schools
f. Group discussions and sharing among colleagues
g. Reading the professional literature
h. Other (specify)
22.

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

A
A
A
A
A

B
B
B
B
B

C
C
C
C
C

D
D
D
D
D

E
E
E
E
E

To what extent has each of the following characteristics been present
in the principal inservice programs in which you have participated ov-er
the past four years?
SCALE: A) MUCH
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

B) SOME

C) LITTLE

D) NONE

The program is concrete and aimed at
specific skills
The program provides opportunities to
practice new skills and ~eceive feedback
The program is individualized. to address
the needs of each participant
The program relates to specific on-the-job
needs
The program is continuous (on-going
throughout the year) ·
The program includes opportunities to observe
other principals who have mastered and are
practicing the skills being·taught
The program is held within the district
rather than elsewhere
Decisions concerning the format and content
of the program are made bX principals
Other (specify)

E) UNDECIDED
A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

A

·s

C

D

E

A
A

B
B

C
C

D E
D E
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23.

How .much importance is given to each of the fo 11 owing in the evaluation
of your job performance by your supervisor (evaluator)?
SCALE:

A) MUCH

B) SOME

C) LITTLE

D) NONE

Each· principal functions according to
a specific set of performance objectives
bx which he/she is evaluated
b. Subjective appraisal of such school climate
indicators as: smooth running school,
absence of overt problems, absence of
parent or staff complaints, appearance
of the facilitX 1 staff morale, etc.
c. Quantative achievement information
(e.g., achievement test scores, C.A.P.
scores, student honors and awards, etc.)
d. Other (s(1ecifx)

E) UNDECIDED

a.

A

B

c

D

E

A

B

c

D

E

A
A

B
B

c
c

D
D

E
E

THANK YOU for taking the time to complete this survey.
Any comments you may wish to make concerning inservice training for principals
are welcome.

<; ..

If you desire an abstract of this study upon completion, please i.ndicate your
name and address below.
,_

Code:_ _ _ _ __

APPENDIX D
RESPONSE FREQUENCY TO SURVEY ITEMS ON
SUPERINTENDENTS' SURVEY: HIGH AND
LOW ACHIEVING DISTRICTS AND TOTAL

292

Table 54
Response Frequency to Survey Items on Superintendents'
Survey: High and Low Achieving Districts and Total

Responses

Item#
2

l

I
!

l
2a
2b
2c
2d
3a
3b
3c
3d
3e
3f
3g
4
4a
4b
4c
4d
Sa
Sb
Sc
Sd
6a
6b
6c
6d
6e
6f
6g
6h
7a
7b
7c
7d
Sa
Bb
Be

5

4

3

H

L

H

L

H

L

H

L

l3

16
20
20
22
22
20
17
17
17
19
20
20
4
2
4
4
3
19
23
2
2
8
3
0
6
15
5
4
3
10
9
14
10
18
18
4

17
15
14

10
8
8
6
6
7
9
9
9
8
6
6
24
2
0
0
1
8
4
15
6
12
15
11
12
10
10
17
16
10
9
10
13
7
7
14

l
0
0
0
0
1
0
3
1
0
0
1

0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
1
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0

0
0
5
11
5
10
15
9
5
12
7
5
4
6
2
4
0
0
3

0
1
5
13
7
7
12
6
3
9
7
8
3
4
1
3
0
0
2

0
0
7
10
2
3
7
2
0
0
0
2
2
5
0
1
0
0
8

1
0
3
7
1
2
4
4
0
3
0
1
3
4
1
0
1
1
4

16
17
18
23
23
17
17
22
24
27
21
6
0
6
6
6
21
26
4
0
7
5
2
8
11
1
7
5
10
10
14
9
23
27
9

l3

8
6
13
10
7
6
3
7
24
6
0
0
0
9
4
l3

8
16
12
6
11
14
17
16
18
14
9
14
16
7
3
9

H

L

'lbtal
H L

31 26
31 28
31 28
31 28
31 28
30 27
30 27
30 27
30 27
30 27
30 27
30 26
30 28
4
6
6
4
4
6
4
6
30 28
30 28
29 25
29 28
30 28
30 27
30 27
30 28
30 28
30 27
30 28
30 28
30 26
30 26
30 26
30 26
30 26
30 26
29 24
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8d
9a
9b
lOa
lOb
lOc
lOd
lla
llb
11c
11d
11e
11f
11g
12a
12b
12c
12d
12e
12f
12g
13a
13b
13c
13d
13e
13f
13g
13h
14a
14b
14c
14d
14e
14f
14g
15
16a
1Gb
16c
17a
17b
17c
17d
18
19
20a
20b
20c
2la
2lb

0
13
17
20
11
6
11
13
12
25
2
9
1
9
6
10
8
0
5
3
1
25
24
18
28
9
6
11
13
4
15
1
12
3
16
0
5
13
19
10
3
21
1
1
5
8
12
14
11
24
0

3
1
19
18
13
5
14
14
17
22
5
10
2
12
7

10
7
0
5
6
0
21
23
13
21
16
10
7
16
4
21
1
15
7
20
2
5
8
15
12
1
22
0
5
11
9
11
17
10
19
0

4
16
13
8
16
14
17
17
16
4
13
17
11
14
17
18
11
10
10
12
7
4
5
9
1
17
18
10
14
17
12
10
14
15
13
14
18
15
10
12
6
7
6
15
6
19
15
12
14
6
1

6
15
5
7
13
14
13
11
6
5
11
12
9
11
15
15
13
12
14
6
8
7
5
14
7
8
10
12
7
19
6
12
12
20
8
15
14
14
12
12
6
6
3
12
6
18
15
7
13
8
2

15
1
0
1
3
9
2
0
1
1
14
3
15
5
6
1
3
16
11
12
12
0
0
2
0
3
4
7
2
8
1
13
3
9
0
14
2
1
0
6
12
0
13
9
1
1
1
4
4
0
2

8
2
1
3
2
8
0
2
4
1
10
5
14
5
6
2
5
13
8
13
12
0
0
1
0
4
8
9
3
5
1
14
0
1
0
11
3
6
1
4
17
0
17
6
1
0
1
3
4
1
2

11 9
0 0
0 1
0
1
0 0
1 1
0 1
0 1
1 1
0 0
1 2
1 1
3 3
2 0
1 0
1 1
8 2
3 3
3 1
2 3
9 8
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 0
0
1
0 2
0 0
1 0
4 1
0 0
1 0
0 0
1
0
0 1
0 0
0 0
1
0
7 4
1 0
8 8
3 5
1 1
0 0
1 1
0 1
1 1
0 0
16 10

16
2

9
1

0 0
10 14

30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
29
29
29
29
29
29
29
29
29
29
29
29
29
29
28
29
28
29
29
25
29
29
29
28
29
28
28
29
30
29
30
30
30
29

26
26
26
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
27
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
27
28
28
28
23
28
28
28
28
28
28
28
·28
28
28
28
28
28
28
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Table 54
2lc
2ld
2le
22a
22b
22c

0

7
2
23
15
10

1
9
0
16
13
6

1
19
1
5
8
12

2
12
0
9
12
12

2
2
0
1
5
5

2
2
7
2
3
8

(continued)
21
1
15
0
0
1

14
4
10
1
0
2

5
0

12

9
1
11

29
29
30
29
28
28

28
28
28
28
28
28

APPENDIX E
RESPONSE FREQUENCY TO SURVEY ITEMS ON
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296

Table 55
Response Frequency to Survey Items on Principals'
Survey: High and Low Achieving Districts
and Total

Responses

Itan #
A
H
1
2
3
4
5
6
7a
7b
7c
7d
7e
7f
7g
7h
8
9
lOa
lOb
lOc
lOd
lOe
11a
llb
11c
11d
11e
12a
l2b
12c
12d
12e
12f
12g
l3

14

4
11
4
31
5
30
l3

18
25
5
19
9
17
16
8
15
17
45
8
6
10
61
22
52
48
26
11
7
7
6
4
7
0
7
39

c

B

L
3
l3

2
16
l3

38
16
14
22
11
15
7
14
24
8
6
7
25
9

8
11
54
19
40
34
17
6
6
7
1
7
4
9
13
30

D

L

H

L

7 7
25 17
57 56
L7 17
41 33
40 27
34 25
28 22
35 25
27 25
19 15
27 24
31 28
28 21
39 28
24 l3
16 19
24 34
33 28
33 26
24 18
15 l3
54 46
24 26
28 32
50 47
41 16
40 23
35 30
12 l3
29 20
27 26
15 24
69 53
.33 30

7
25
12
6
18
2
20
22
11
35
28
23
18
25
27
29
22
5
27
30
22

20
26
8
9

H

H

E

L

12
6
6
1 1
18 19
l3

H

L

44 25
8 5
0 0
3 4

l3

1
20
22
16
21
21
22
14
17

28
24
18
5
19
19
19

18
25
26
29
34
29
31

27
30
24
17
32
25
32

3

7

0
7
7
4
6
9
15
6
6
1
8
17
1
5
4
15

0
5
8
2
7
14
l3

9
4
3
24
19
1
9
9
17

6 18
3 7
8 5
27 34
8
9
11 11
29
1
0

0

0
1
0
0
2
0
1
3
0
0
0
1
0
1
1
1

0
0
0
0
2
1
0
1
1
0
0
1
1
0
0
0

0
0
0
1
0
0
0

0
0
0
1
0
0
0

0

0

Total
H L
75
75
74
75
64
72

75
75
75
75
75
75
75
75
75
76
73
75
74
74
72

76
76
76
76
76
76
75
76
75
76
74
75
76
75

67
67
67
65
59
66
66
66
65
66
66
66
66
67
67
67
64
66
65
62.
65
67
65
66
66
64
67
66
66
66
67
66
66
66
67
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Table 55 (continued)
15a
15b
15c
15d
16
17a
17b
17c
17d
18a
18b
18c
18d
19a
19b
19c
19d
19e
19f
19g
20
2la
2lb
2lc
2ld
2le
2lf
2lg
22a
22b
22c
22d
22e
22f
22g
22h
23a
23b
23c

29
25
13
15
25
17
10
13
28
20
38
16
4
14
18
18
8
20
21
9
25
22
29
7
13
12
31
16
31
19
8
19
14
8
21
7
47
40
36

29
23
13
10
24
9
4
8
19
10
34
12
6
8
11

14
5
15
18
6
26
19
23
9
11

9
28
14
22
16
5
13
9
3
11

4
38
35
24

25
22
27
27
29
25
18
33
26
33
31
33
23
22
34
35
20
31
29
14
42
40
34
22
35
44
39
41
38
34
23
40
27
12
30
28
20
20
18

21
18
24
27
25
17
14
26
23
20
20
37
21
18
30
23
10
30
22
18
29
37
26
18
23
23
26
28
29
24
14
32
19
10
27
14
20
22
27

15 13
17 16
21 12
19 18
21 16
21 26
28 23
21 23
15 15
17 28
5 10
12 12
33 26
33 26
22 20
21 26
35 34
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